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Infant Baptism 


Ever since the days of the Anabaptists, in the early part of the 
sixteenth century, infant baptism has been a controverted question 
in the Church. Also in our day there are those who reject 
pedobaptism, because there is no text in the Bible which explicitly 
commands that also infants should be baptized, as they were 
commanded to be circumcised in the Old Testament. 

The words of our Savior “Go ye therefore and disciple all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the 
Son and of the Holy Ghost,” though brief and concise, are suffi- 
ciently clear and plain to cover this point. Still it may be worth 
our while to study the historic setting and background of these 
words to determine their implication, and also the consequent 
practise of the Church to learn in which sense those nearest to 
the times of Christ understood these words; in other words, 
whether there was anything in the prevailing usages of the time 
when these words were spoken and in the later practises of the 
Church that will throw some light on the question whether or 
not infants are to be baptized. 

When Jesus commanded to baptize the nations, He did not 
introduce a rite the like of which had never been heard of before 
and concerning the scope of which the disciples may have had 
a reasonable doubt whether or not it was also to be applied to 
children. Not only had John baptized in the wilderness, but 
even among the Jews it had long been a practise to baptize 
people. For when the priests and Levites inquired of John, 
who he was, they found nothing strange and new in the rite of 
baptism itself, but they questioned his authority to baptize. “Why 
baptizest thou, then, if thou be not that Christ, nor Elias, neither 
that prophet?” John 1:25. From Heb.9:10 we earn that the 
Jews had “divers baptisms,” which were prescribed by the Levitical 
Law, Num.19. These were baptisms for uncleanness and were 
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repeated as occasion demanded. However, the priests and Levites 
did not have these baptisms in mind when they interviewed John. 
His was a different baptism, a baptism for discipleship. Had he 
baptized Gentiles to make them proselytes, they might have let it 
pass; but John was baptizing Jews, the children of Abraham, the 
disciples of Moses, and for such a baptism, so they believed, he 
had no authority unless he be “that Christ, or Elias, or that 
prophet.” 

All Jews, men, women, and children, regarded themselves as 
having been baptized unto Moses, 1 Cor.10:1,2. Jewish writers 
speak of their baptism as having taken place in the wilderness. 
Maimonides says: “By three things did Israel enter into covenant, 
by circumcision and baptism and sacrifice. Circumcision was in 
Egypt, as it is written: ‘No uncircumcised person shall eat thereof.’ 
Baptism was in the wilderness just before the giving of the Law, 
as it is written: ‘Sanctify them today and tomorrow, and let them 
wash their clothes [washing of garments was understood to mean 
the washing of the whole body]. And sacrifice, as it is written 
Ex. 24:5.’” It is irrelevant to our present purpose to show whether 
or not this baptism was a divine institution; suffice it to say that 
the Jews believed that in the wilderness all the people, including 
the children, were baptized. They furthermore held that this 
baptism availed for all their descendants; filius baptizati habetur 
pro baptizato. Hence, the natural Jew did not believe himself 
or his children to be in need of baptism, which may somewhat 
explain the attitude of the Pharisees and lawyers to the Baptism 
of John, Luke 7:30. 

However, the case was quite different with proselytes, whose 
forebears had not been baptized unto Moses. Maimonides writes: 
“And so in all ages when an Ethnic is willing to enter into the 
covenant and gather himself under the wings of the majesty of 
God and take upon himself the yoke of the Law, he must be cir- 
cumcised and baptized and bring a sacrifice; or if it be a woman, 
be baptized and bring a sacrifice. As it is written, ‘As you are, 
so shall the stranger be,’ Num.15:15. How are you? By cir- 
cumcision and baptism and bringing of a sacrifice. So likewise 
the stranger through all generations; by circumcision and baptism 
and bringing of sacrifice. ... A stranger that is circumcised and 
not baptized or baptized and not circumcised, he is not a proselyte 
till he both be circumcised and baptized. And he must be baptized 
in the presence of three.” The Babylonian Talmud has this: “When 
a proselyte is received, he must be circumcised; and when he is 
cured [of the wound of circumcision], they baptize him in the 
presence of two wise men, saying, ‘Behold, he is an Israelite in 
all things.’” It is evident, then, that the custom of the Jews before 
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our Savior’s time, and, they themselves affirm, from the beginning 
of their Law, was to baptize as well as circumcise any proselyte 
that came over to them from the nations. 

As in the wilderness the Jews were baptized and also their 
children, so the baptism for proselytism was not limited to adult 
persons, but it included also little children. The Gemara Babylon 
has this: “If with a proselyte his sons and his daughters be made 
proselytes, that which is done by their father redounds to their 
good.” “They are wont to baptize such a proselyte in infancy 
upon the profession of the House of Judgment.” The Mishna, both 
of the Babylonian and the Jerusalem Talmud, speaks of children 
over or under the age of three years being made proselytes 
by baptism. It is not our purpose to examine the institution, the 
validity, and the efficacy of this baptism for proselytism, we merely 
wish to establish the fact that according to Jewish writers it was 
a common practise among the Jews to baptize proselytes and that 
it was just as common a practise to baptize the children of 
proselytes and that this practise dates back to the giving of the 
Law and must have been in vogue at the time of our Savior. 

Now, it is true, the question whether or not the Baptism which 
Christ instituted should also be administered to children may not 
be determined by what the Jews did with the children of proselytes 
but must be answered from the words of institution. However, 
if it had been the intention of Christ to limit His Baptism to 
adult persons only, excluding infants, then we should expect that 
in the face of the prevailing Jewish custom of baptizing also 
infants He should have forewarned His disciples, telling them very 
plainly that they should disciple or proselyte for Him only adult 
persons. Whenever a custom is continued, nothing need be said; 
but if a radical change is made, then those who have grown up 
under the old custom must be told. It is therefore no point against 
infant baptism that in the command of Christ infants are not 
expressly mentioned; it was not necessary to do this. Only in 
the case that they were to be excluded from Baptism special 
mention of them would have been necessary. The disciples knew 
that under Jewish custom Gentile children were baptized to 
become disciples, or proselytes, of Moses; if the Savior did not 
want children to be made His disciples by Baptism, then He cer- 
tainly would have so informed His disciples. 

But what do we find? As the Jews made proselytes of the 
Gentiles, including their children, so Christ tells His disciples to 
disciple all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and 
of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. In view of the prevailing 
custom of the Jews we cannot help thinking that, nothing being 
said to the contrary, the Baptism of Christ in this point continued 





484 Infant Baptism 


the common practise and was intended for both adults and infants. 
There is indeed a vast difference between the Jewish baptism unto 
proselytism and Christ’s Baptism unto discipleship, as may be seen 
from what the Bible teaches concerning the benefit and power of 
Christian Baptism. But in this point as to who is to be baptized 
there is no indication that any change was intended. “Christ took 
into His hands baptism as He found it, adding only this, that He 
exalted it to a nobler purpose and to a larger use.” (Lightfoot.) 

Now, what do we learn concerning infant baptism from the 
New Testament? Of the Baptism of John we read, Matt. 3:5, 6: 
“Then went out to him Jerusalem and all Judea and all the 
region round about Jordan and were baptized of him in Jordan, 
confessing their sins.” Children are not expressly mentioned, but 
in view of the commonness of the thing for people that came to 
be baptized to bring their children along with them, even as they 
brought young children to Jesus that He should touch them, 
Mark 10:13, it is very probable that also children were baptized 
of John. 


In John 3:3 we read: “Except a man be born again, he cannot 
see the kingdom of God.” Some have questioned whether Christ 
really had Baptism in mind when He spoke these words. But 
our Savior here uses an expression that was a current phrase 


in His day and which all Jews understood to refer to baptism. 
The Jews called the baptism of a Gentile his new birth, his 
regeneration, being born again. In the Gemara we read: “If any 
one become a proselyte, he is like a child new born.” And in 
Maimonides: “The Gentile that is made a proselyte, and the slave 
that is made free, behold, he is like a child new-born.” In the 
Jewish mind the idea of a new birth was associated with baptism. 
Christ uses this term, and in v.5 adds the words “of water and 
of the Spirit,” thereby clearly indicating that He was speaking 
of Baptism. To be sure, the new birth Christ had in mind and 
the new birth of the Jewish baptism were by no means the same; 
but the words “born again of water and the Spirit” could by 
Nicodemus not have been understood otherwise than referring to 
Baptism. 

However, Christ did say something that ran contrary to Jewish 
opinion. The Jews did not exclude the children of the Gentiles 
from their baptism; however, they exempted themselves and 
their children, believing that they were to be accounted baptized 
because of the baptism of their fathers in the wilderness and 
therefore also reborn. And now Jesus tells this master in Israel 
that whoever is to enter the kingdom of God must be born again, 
not only the Gentiles but also the Jews, also Nicodemus. Christ 
fiid not expressly mention children, but they are certainly included 
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in the word tis, any one. And in order that no one may think 
that a child is in the kingdom of God by virtue of the baptism and 
new birth of its parents, He adds: “That which is born of the 
flesh is flesh,” v.6. What Christ wishes to impress upon Nico- 
demus is that all men, Jews and Gentiles, men and women, adults 
and children, are by reason of their natural birth flesh born of 
flesh and that they cannot enter the kingdom of God unless they 
are born again of water and the Spirit. Christ could not have 
spoken as He did if children were not to be admitted to Baptism 
or if “the infant of the believer obtains the regenerating grace 
by virtue of his birth and descent from a believer in covenant with 
God” (Shedd, according to Pop. Sym., § 261). 

The words of our Savior, Matt. 28:19, are just as plain. “Go 
ye therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.” By 
no trick of interpretation can we exclude children and infants 
from the concept “nations, évn, peoples.” Speaking of the Amer- 
ican people, or nation, no sane person would ever think of exclud- 
ing our children. What right, then, has any one to exclude them 
from the nations which by Baptism are to be made disciples 
of Christ? 

The Jewish practise throws some light on these words. Gen- 
tiles were initiated into the Jewish religion by circumcision, bap- 
tism, and sacrifice, and in the case of women, by baptism and 
sacrifice. But such baptism was by no means denied to infants. 
“An Israelite that takes a little heathen child or finds a heathen 
infant and baptizes him for a proselyte, behold, he is a proselyte,” 
Maimonides. Thus it was common usage to make Gentiles and 
their children disciples of Moses by baptism. If Christ had con- 
templated a change so as to exclude little children, a definite 
statement to that effect would have been necessary for the gui- 
dance of His disciples. But He throws the world open to them, 
and it is their commission to proselyte, to disciple, all nations. 

But for the fact that again and again the argument: against 
infant baptism’ is made that, before a person is baptized, he must 
according to the words of Christ be taught, and that, because 
infants cannot be taught, their baptism must therefore be de- 
ferred until such instruction is possible, it would hardly seem 
necessary to make answer thereto. For Christ does not say that 
we must first teach, then baptize, and then teach again, but He 
says: Matytevoate xadvta ta %bvn, disciple all nations, and then, 
using participles, He tells us how this is to be done, namely, by 
baptizing and by teaching them. The word patntetcate shows ‘us 
what is to be accomplished by Baptism*and by teaching: .all 
nations are to’ be made proselytes, disciples; of*Christ; they are .to 
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be made Christians. These words of our Savior contain not only 
the command to baptize the nations, but they also show the 
blessings of Baptism, communion with the Triune God, Father, 
Son and Holy Ghost, and the power of Baptism to make us 
disciples of Christ, to work faith. 

Let us also look at Col. 2:11,12: “In whom also ye are cir- 
cumcised with the circumcision made without hands, in putting 
off the body of sin by the circumcision of Christ; buried with 
Him in Baptism, wherein also ye are risen with Him through 
the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised Him from the 
dead.” Paul is addressing Christians and tells them that they also 
were circumcised, not, indeed, with the circumcision made with 
hands, as the Jews were circumcised in the flesh, but with the 
circumcision of Christ, which consisted in putting off the body 
of the sins of the flesh. And this inward, this spiritual circum- 
cision took place when they were buried with Christ in Baptism. 
Paul does not mean to say that the outward rite of Baptism has 
taken the place of the outward rite of circumcision. Nevertheless, 
there is a certain resemblance between the carnal circumcision 
of the Jews and the spiritual circumcision of the Christians in 
Baptism. It is therefore not doing violence to the sense of the 
text to say that even as the circumcision of the flesh, which was 
symbolical of the circumcision of the heart (Num. 10:16), was 
performed on infants, so Baptism, which also signifies an inward 
circumcision, should likewise be administered to children. 

What was the practise of the apostles? It is true no express 
mention is made of children that were baptized. This we can well 
understand, for the apostles could not reach the children except 
through the parents, who had authority over them. But when 
they had won the parents, it is very likely that these would follow 
the established Jewish custom of baptizing the children of the 
proselytes at the request of their fathers or mothers, and would 
therefore bring also their children to be made disciples of Christ 
by Baptism. Thus we read of the jailer at Philippi that he and 
all his were baptized (Acts 16:33), and of Lydia we read that she 
was baptized and her household (v.15). There is no instance on 
record where the baptism of any child was deferred just because 
he was still a child. If the Christian practise in this respect was 
to differ from the prevailing Jewish practise, we should expect 
some mention of this fact. In the matter of circumcision there 
was a difference. When the Judaizing Christians insisted that 
the Gentiles must needs be circumcised, the apostles took a definite 
stand against it. If the Church had not baptized the children of 
the Gentiles that were received into its communion, would not 
the same Jews have pointed to the custom of the Jewish Church, 
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which baptized the children of the proselytes, and have insisted 
that the children of the Gentiles should also be baptized? But 
there is no indication of any such question confronting the Church; 
hence its practise must have conformed to the Jewish practise in 
this respect. The Judaizing brethren raised an issue on practically 
every point on which there was a departure in the Christian 
Church from their former customs; but no issue was raised on 
infant baptism. Hence we must conclude that the practise of the 
Jews, who baptized the children of proselytes, was continued by 
the Christians and that they baptized also children for disciple- 
ship of Christ. “If baptism and baptizing of infants had been 
a new thing and unheard of till John Baptist came, as circumcision 
was till God appointed it to Abraham, there would have been, no 
doubt, an express command for baptizing infants, as there was for 
circumcision. But when the baptizing of infants was a thing com- 
monly known and used, as appears by uncontestable evidence from 
their (Jews’) writers, there need not be express assertion that 
such and such persons were to be the object of baptism, when 
it was well known, before the Gospel began, that men, women, 
and children were baptized.” (Lightfoot.) 

One of the oldest postapostolic testimonies for infant baptism 
we find in Justin Martyr’s Apology. Speaking of the manner in 
which men were made new by Christ and dedicated themselves to 
God, he says of those who were persuaded and believed the things 
taught among them: “Then they are led by us to where there is 
water, and according to the regeneration according to which we 
ourselves were regenerated they are regenerated.” According 
to the usage of the times the words “regeneration” and “regen- 
erated” stand for “baptism” and “baptized” (see Tit.3:5), even as 
the Jews called their baptism a regeneration. In another place he 
says: “Several persons, male and female, of sixty and seventy 
years, who were made disciples to Christ in their childhood 
[ot éx xaidwv guadyteddnoav tH XoiotH] do continue uncorrupted.” 
Here Justin Martyr tells us that there were among them some 
men and women who in their childhood éuatytetiyoav, were made 
disciples to Christ Let us note that he uses the same word, 
tuatytevdnoav, which we find in Matt. 28:19, nadytetoate, and shows 
us that these people were in their childhood made disciples, 
regenerated, baptized. Now, it is assumed that Justin Martyr 
wrote about ninety years after Matthew, who wrote several decades 
after the ascension of Christ. Hence the people who at the writing 
of Justin Martyr were about seventy years old must have been made 
disciples of Christ some thirty or thirty-five years after the ascen- 
sion, that is, in the midst of the apostolic times, within a generation 
after Matthew’s writing. 
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Another witness is Irenaeus, the most eminent teacher of the 
Church in the second half of the second century. He likewise 
uses the term “regeneration” to signify “baptism.” In his book 
Adversus Haereses he writes: “And again, when He gave His 
disciples the commission of regenerating unto God, He said unto 
them: ‘Go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.’” Here the com- 
mission of regenerating simply means the commission of bap- 
tizing. In another place Irenaeus says: “For He came to save 
all persons by Himself; all, I mean, who by Him are regenerated 
unto God — infants and little ones and children and youths and 
elder persons. Therefore He went through the several ages, for 
infants being made an infant, sanctifying infants; to the little ones 
He was made a little one, sanctifying those of that age and also 
giving them an example of godliness, justice, and dutifulness; for 
youths He was a youth,” etc. When Irenaeus speaks of infants 
regenerated, it is plain enough that these are not capable of 
regeneration in any other sense of the word than as it is wrought by 
Baptism, i.e., the outward act of baptism accompanied with that 
grace of God whereby He regenerates their hearts. 

Origen, 185—-254, in his Comments on Romans, translated into 
Latin by Rufinus, has this: “For this also it was that the Church 
had from the apostles a tradition to give Baptism even to infants. 
For they to whom the divine mysteries were committed knew that 
there is in all persons a natural pollution of sin, which must be 
done away by water and the Spirit, by reason of which the body 
itself is also called the body of sin.” 

In the writings of Augustine, 354—430, we find copious ref- 
erences to infant baptism. In a letter to Boniface he writes: 
“Let not that disturb you that some people do not bring their 
infants to Baptism with the faith [purpose] that they may by 
spiritual grace be regenerated to eternal life, but because they 
think they do procure or preserve their bodily health by this 
remedy. For the children do not therefore fail of being regen- 
erated because they are not brought by others with this intention.” 

Many other writers might be quoted, who all show that in- 
fant baptism was a universal practise in the Church from the day 
of the apostles down to the rise of the Anabaptists in the sixteenth 
century.* 

At the present time infant baptism is consistently practised in 
the Lutheran and Catholic churches. In some Reformed bodies it 
has been entirely discarded, and where still observed, it is not 


* For a comprehensive treatment of the history of infant baptism we 
would refer to History of Infant Baptism, by Dr. W. Wall, Vicar of Shore- 
ham in Kent, 1675—1728, from which book was taken much of the in- 
formation offered in this article. 
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held to be necessary. Generally speaking, the objections to infant 
baptism are of two kinds; one pertains to the infant, the other to 
Baptism itself. 

One objection to infant baptism is based on the seeming in- 
ability of the child to understand and to appreciate what is being 
done with it. For this reason it is held that Baptism is absolutely 
useless to the child. It is true, as we look upon the infants we 
baptize, we observe that sometimes they sleep, sometimes they 
cry, or appear altogether unconcerned as to what is being said 
and done. And it is quite natural that the thought comes to us, 
How can this baptism be of any benefit to the infant, and what is 
the use of baptizing him? These rationalistic considerations are 
perhaps the chief reason why some defer the baptism of their 
children until they have reached the age of assent. 

However, the same line of reasoning might have been advanced 
against circumcision. Still, it was definitely commanded that a 
child eight days old was to be circumcised, Gen.17:12. Besides, 
parents do not follow that rule otherwise with their children in 
temporal affairs. They will do for their children what they believe 
to be good for them, even though these do not assent or are 
vehemently opposed to it. Where there is a question whether 
or not a thing is beneficial, the concerns of the child are not lightly 
to be disposed of by another; but in Baptism the benefit is evident 
and unquestionable: the child enters into communion with God 
and is made the recipient of His grace. In every case it is for the 
good of the child to be baptized; therefore children should be 
brought to baptism even though, as it may seem to us, they do not 
consciously assent. One may privilege a person though he be 
incapable of knowing it. The argument that by infant baptism we 
predetermine the religion of the child has as little force as the 
argument that by the schooling and education we give a child 
we predetermine his career in life. We do the one; why not 
the other? 

In Baptism large benefits and privileges are bestowed upon the 
child. It is a means of grace, through which God’s grace and 
forgiveness is not only offered but through which also the Holy 
Ghost is given, who so operates on the heart of the child that 
by faith he accepts the proffered gifts. How this is done is a 
profound mystery to us. But for the fact that it is done, we have 
the authority of God, who tells us that by water and the Spirit 
we are born again (John 3:5) and who calls Baptism a washing 
of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost (Tit.3:5). Chil- 
dren, who by their natural birth are flesh born of flesh, are by 
Baptism reborn unto God and become partakers of all His blessings 
in Christ. 
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This benefit and power of Baptism is denied by many. And 
this is the other reason why they object to infant baptism. Re- 
formed theology holds that the Word and the Sacraments are 
not means by which God imparts His Spirit and grace. With 
respect to Baptism the Reformed confessions state that it merely 
symbolizes regeneration and forgiveness of sins and is an outward 
token and seal that regeneration and purification has been effected 
by the Holy Ghost. “Baptism is not a means of regeneration... . 
It does not confer the Holy Gost as a regenerating Spirit, but is the 
authentic token that the Holy Spirit has been, or will be, con- 
ferred, that regeneration has been, or will be, effected.” (Pop. 
Sym., §§ 260, 261.) According to this idea it is not the Holy Ghost 
who acts and operates through Baptism, but rather it is man who 
does something; namely, by submitting to baptism he shows that 
in some other mysterious way the Holy Ghost has regenerated 
him, or will yet regenerate him. 

If this were so, there would certainly be no reason why chil- 
dren should be baptized, because there is no way we know of 
in which God might have imparted His Spirit and grace to little 
children for their regeneration, and therefore their baptism could 
not symbolize this regeneration unless it be assumed, and it is 
assumed, that “the infant of the believer obtains the regenerating 
grace by virtue of his birth and descent from a believer in 
covenant with God” (Pop. Sym., § 261). This idea harks back 
to the old Jewish opinion that membership in the covenant of 
God is transmitted by natural birth from a believing parent and 
flatly contradicts the statement of Christ: “That which is born of 
the flesh is flesh,” John 3:6. If Baptism is not a means through 
which the Holy Ghost effects regeneration but only a token that 
in some other way it has been effected, then we can well under- 
stand that it should be deferred until such a time when a person 
can give articulate confession of the regeneration that was wrought 
in him. 

The indifference towards, and the neglect of, infant baptism 
which we find in many churches of our day have their root in 
the denial that Baptism is indeed a means of grace, through which 
God’s Spirit is shed upon us abundantly to bestow on us grace 
and forgiveness and to work in the soul that faith whereby we 
accept these gifts and thus are regenerated. To convince them 
of their error, we must point to the command of Christ which tells 
us to disciple all nations, which certainly includes infants and 
children. We must show that all children are flesh born of flesh 
and do not inherit from their parents membership in the covenant 
of grace, but must themselves be born again of water and the 
Spirit if they are to enter the kingdom of God. Finally, they 
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must learn from the Bible that Baptism is the means through 
which God bestows grace and works regeneration in the heart. 
Whoever understands the Biblical teaching of the natural depravity 
of children and of the benefit and power of Baptism will not 
hesitate to have his children baptized. 

River Forest, Ill. E. W. A. KoEHLER 
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In his History of Christian Doctrine G.P.Fisher points out 
that “among Protestants and Roman Catholics the old question 
respecting the seat of authority in religion is once more eagerly 
disputed. Since Coleridge and Schleiermacher insisted that the 
primary object of faith is not the Bible but Christ, there has 
been a growing tendency to regard the Scriptures less as an 
authoritative manual of revealed tenets in theology and morals 
than as the medium of disclosing to us the personal Christ and 
the import of His mission and teaching. The absolute inerrancy 
of Scriptural statements, especially in the narrative portions of 
the Bible, is no longer maintained in England and America by 
numerous theologians who are firmly attached to the principal 
doctrines of the Evangelical system” (p. 547). Is Christ the pri- 
mary authority in religion, or is it Holy Scripture? In other 
words, is the source and fountain of the Christian faith (fides quae 
creditur), of the Christian doctrine, the Bible, or Christ? And 
that means, Is saving faith (fides quae creditur) based on the 
word of Scripture or on the word of Christ? 


1 

Christ is the sole authority in religion. That goes without 
saying, among Christians. Only His Word counts, only His Word 
gives life. Christ Himself declared that “one is your Master, 
even Christ” (Matt. 23:10), and the Father’s voice spoke out of 
the cloud: “This is My beloved Son; hear ye Him,” Matt. 17:5. 
There can be no other authority: “No man hath seen God at any 
time;. the only-begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, 
He hath declared Him,” John 1:18. And these words of Christ 
are the source of life. They offer us the life eternal, gained for us 
by Christ; they create faith, and faith relies upon them. “The 
words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life,” 
John 6:63. They give us confidence and assurance. We are sure 
of the forgiveness of our sins, because we have Christ’s word 
for it.— There is but one authority in religion, so that “if any 
man teach otherwise and consent not to wholesome words, even 
the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, he is proud, knowing nothing,” 
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1 Tim. 6:3f. Saving faith has but one object, one foundation, one 
source, even Christ. The disciples declare: “Lord, to whom shall 
we go? Thou hast the words of eternal life,” John 6:68. 

Scripture is the sole authority in religion. That goes without 
saying, among the Bible Christians. “They have Moses and the 
Prophets; let them hear them,” Luke 16:29. Men are seeking 
other authorities, but the Lord declares: “To the Law and to the 
Testimony! If they speak not according to this Word, it is because 
there is no light in them” (Is. 8:20), “surely there is no morning 
for them” (Rev. Vers.). “To the Law and to the Testimony” — 
that means “to Scripture.” For “all Scripture is given by inspira- 
tion of God and is profitable for doctrine,” 2 Tim. 3:16. And being 
the source of doctrine, it is the source and foundation of faith, for 
“the holy Scriptures are able to make thee wise unto salvation 
through faith which is in Christ Jesus,” 2 Tim.3:16. The Bible 
Christians accept no other authority than that of Scripture. They 
declare: “We receive and embrace the prophetic and apostolic 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as the pure, clear 
fountain of Israel, which is the only. true standard by which all 
teachers and doctrines are to be judged.” (Form. of Con., Trigl., 
p. 851.) The Bible Christian Walther declares: “The Ev. Lutheran 
Church recognizes the written word of the apostles and prophets 
as the only and perfect source, rule, norm, and judge of all teach- 
ing.” (Walther and the Church, p.122, Thesis XIII.) The Bible 
Christian Krauth declares: “It is a fundamental principle of the 
Reformation that God’s Word is the sole and absolute authority 
and rule of faith and of life, a principle without accepting which 
no man can be truly Evangelical, Protestant, or Lutheran.” (The 
Cons. Ref., p.17.) And the written Word, the sole source of all 
teaching, is the sole source and the sole foundation of saving faith: 
“Faith is conceived from the Word.” (Apology., Trigl., p. 141.) 
We have no greater treasure in this world than the Bible. It is 
the Book of Truth, revealing the saving doctrine; and it is the 
Book of Life, creating saving faith. 

Christ is our one and only authority. The Bible is our 
one and only authority. That means that whatever Christ 
would say to us, He says through Scripture. And whatever 
Scripture tells us, Christ tells us. It is Christ’s Word we hear 
when we read our Bible. What the prophets wrote, they wrote 
not of themselves but by “the Spirit of Christ, which was in 
them,” 1 Pet.1:11. Asking us to accept “the wholesome words 
of the Lord Jesus Christ,” Paul points to his epistles and declares: 
“The things that I write unto you are the commandments of the 
Lord.” (1 Cor. 14:37. “What I write that is of the Lord.”) And 
whatever power unto salvation inheres in the words of Christ, 
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which “are spirit and life,” inheres in the word of the apostles: 
Men “shall believe on Me through their word,” John 17:20. There 
is but one Master, one Teacher, but you can hear His voice nowhere 
but in Scripture. Holy Scripture is profitable unto doctrine, Scrip- 
ture alone. Men shall believe in Christ through no other word 
than that of the apostles. “These are written that ye might believe 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that, believing, ye 
might have life through His name,” John 20:31. What men hear 
outside of, and apart from, Scripture is not the voice of Jesus. 
It is a Satanic delusion. In the words of Luther: “God will not 
permit us to rely on anything else, to place our trust on anything 
which is not Christ in His Word, let it be never so holy and full 
of spirit. Faith has no other foundation on which to stand... . 
Everything else is useless and futile. You are seeking Christ in 
vain. Only one thing will do, and that is that you turn away 
from yourself and all human comfort and throw yourself on the 
Word and nothing but the Word.” (XI, pp. 453, 455.) 

Christ is the chief, the only authority in religion. But we 
have to state just as emphatically: Holy Scripture is the chief, 
the only authority. When men ask, what is the primary object of 
your faith, what Christ says or what is written in Scripture? we 
ask them not to discuss a situation which does not exist. The 
authority that Christ wields is lodged in the Bible and nowhere 
else. It is only when we hear the Bible speaking that we hear 
Christ speaking. If a man says that Christ is his authority and 
says nothing else, he is saying absolutely nothing. And if in 
saying this he means to give Christ the primary place and the 
Bible the secondary place, he is putting Christ out of the only 
place where He may be found by men. There is only one authority 
in religion: Christ speaking in the Bible. 

And Christ is speaking to us everywhere in the Bible. Let 
us emphasize this point in dealing with the question whether 
Christ or Scripture is the primary authority. There is not a single 
passage in Scripture from which men may appeal to the higher 
authority of Christ. Every word written in the Bible was spoken 
by the Spirit of Christ (1 Pet.1:11); what Paul writes is “of the 
Lord,” written by His authority, 1 Cor. 14:37. Moreover, every 
word has to do with Christ. Everything in the Bible is Christ. 
That is Luther’s strong expression: “Thus the entire Scripture is 
throughout nothing but Christ, the Son of God and Mary’s Son; 
all of it concerns Him. ... Scripture is open to him who has the 
Son, and as his faith grows stronger and stronger, the light of 
Scripture shines the more brightly for him.” (III, p. 1959.) Luther’s 
expression is no stronger than that of St. Paul: “Whatsoever things 
were written aforetime were written for our learning, that we 
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through patience and comfort of the Scriptures might have hope” 
(Rom. 15:4). Luther and Paul are not saying that only some por- 
tions of Scripture deal with Christ, but they are saying that every- 
thing was written with a view to the creation and strengthening of 
faith and hope in Christ. When St. Paul said: “I determined not to 
know anything among you save Jesus Christ, and Him crucified” 
(1 Cor. 2:2), he did not mean to say that he preached only the 
Gospel, but he did say that whatever else he preached and wrote 
when he expounded the Law and dealt with historical matters, 
served the preaching of Christ, of the Gospel. Even so, when Moses 
related the story of creation and Matthew dealt in genealogies, they 
were driving forward to their real theme. The Bible contains, says 
the superficial theologian, much useless material, of no spiritual 
value. He would be right if these things stood by themselves. Says 
Luther: “Tolle Christum e Scripturis, quid amplius in illis invenies?” 
(Take Christ out of the Scriptures, and what will you find remaining 
in them?) *(XVIII, p. 1681.) Or, as H. Sasse puts it: “Without this 
Gospel, the Scriptures would be either an unintelligible, frag- 
mentary document of a chaotic history of religions or a revelation 
of the incomprehensible wrath of God.” (Here We Stand, p. 115.) 
But you will no longer speak of useless material and a chaotic 
condition in the Bible if you accept the truth of Rom. 15:4 and 
say with Luther: “Christ is the center of the circle, and all stories 
in Holy Scripture, viewed aright, have to do with Christ.” 
(VII, p. 1924.) Everything in the Bible has spiritual value; all 
Scripture is profitable for doctrine and every spiritual need (2 Tim. 
3:16); and if you are ready to accept Christ as your Teacher, 
you will accept all that the Bible tells, for in all of it Christ is 
speaking. 

But that would be making out of the Bible a manual of doc- 
trine! And it would be putting Christendom under a yoke of 
legalism! We thank God that He has given us such a perfect 
manual, in which every doctrine is set down in clear, definite 
terms. Things would be in a chaotic condition if we had to wait 
till a conclave of theologians settled these terms. But are we 
bound to the letter of Scripture? Would that not be a legalistic 
proceedure, demanding of us a slave mentality? You do not 
know your Bible, who speak of it as a taskmaster. Scripture 
requires of us indeed that we accept its teachings, unconditionally 
and absolutely; but in presenting these teachings, it exerts a 
divine power upon us, a gracious power, a gentle persuasion. 
Through these teachings it creates faith and willing obedience. 
“The Word of God is quick and powerful,” Heb.4:12. “Our 
Gospel came not unto you in word only but in power,” 1 Thess. 1:5. 
“My preaching was in demonstration of the Spirit and of power, 
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that your faith should not stand in the wisdom of men but in the 
power of God,” 1 Cor. 2:4,5. And remember that this powerful 
Word of God is nothing else than Scripture. Scripture and Word 
of God are interchangeable terms. Scripture is the Word of God 
that makes us wise unto salvation through faith in Jesus, 2 Tim. 
3:15.) What Christian will say, when Scripture is creating in him 
willing acceptance of the saving truth and filling his heart with 
joy and happy obedience, that he is being enslaved and subjected 
to a hard “code”? Luther did not think so. To him “Scripture 
was the foundation and evidence of our faith.” It “filled his heart 
with joy and happiness” (XI, p.1025). And “if you take the 
Word of God away, that would be the same as taking the sun out 
of the world” (IV, p. 1806). Oh, how gladly we accept the in- 
struction of Scripture, how joyfully we bow to its authority! The 
Word of Christ is not a heavy burden upon us. “To a careful 
hearer the message of Jesus in its purity still has the challenge 
of acceptance as an authoritative appeal. Its authority can be 
accepted or rejected, but the latter attitude does not destroy its 
authority. When the Word of Christ is accepted, men bow under 
its authority joyfully and gladly.” (J.A.W.Haas, The Truth of 
Faith, p.34.) This writer is speaking of the Word of Christ in 
contradistinction to Scripture. But what he says of the Word of 
Christ we say of Scripture. When the Christian reads Scripture, 
he declares: “The statutes of the Lord are right, rejoicing the 
heart,” Ps. 19:8. He rejoices in the word of Scripture, because it 
is the Word of Jesus. We want to hear the voice of Jesus teaching 
us, comforting us, admonishing us, and we can hear Him only in 
Scripture. — The question “Is it Christ or is it Scripture that 
teaches the saving truth and implants it into the hearts?” is easily 
resolved by us. We do not set the two in opposition. As far as 
the instruction in divine revelation is concerned, Christ and Scrip- 


ture are one. 
2 


Others make a distinction here —a fatal distinction. There 
are those—and they constitute the majority of present-day 
theologians— who say: Not Scripture but Christ! First go to 
Christ and then use whatever portions of Scripture you may find 
profitable! It seems incredible that Protestants in general, and 


1) “The efficacy of the Bible is that property by which the Bible has 
indissolubly united with the true and genuine sense expressed in its 
words the power of the Holy Spirit, who has made it for all times the 
ordinary means by which He operates on and in the hearts and minds 
of those who properly hear and read it. Rom.1:16; 1 Thess. 2:13; Ps. 19:8; 
Rev.1:3,” etc. (A.Graebner, Doctrinal Theology, p.12.) Cf. Baier, I, 
p.153: “Scriptura habet vim aut potentiam activam, supernaturalem ac 
vere divinam, ad producendos supernaturales effectus, scilicet mentes 
hominum convertendas, regenerandas et renovandas,” etc. 
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Lutherans in particular, should thus put Christ in opposition to 
Scripture. We submit a few statements, samples of many similar 
ones, to show that they are actually doing this. 

W. Hermann: “It would be unchristian if this principle of the 
authority of Scripture adopted by the Evangelical Christianity 
meant the acknowledgment of any chance sentence of the Scrip- 
tures as God’s word, by which a Christian ought to be guided in 
his life, and the community in its doctrine. Such a principle of 
the authority of Scripture would set a book above God’s revela- 
tion, which we can receive only through personal influences, above 
all from the personal life of Christ. ... What we should appre- 
hend in the Scriptures as the indispensable means to salvation is 
what God is seeking to say to us through the personal life reveal- 
ing itself there, and preeminently through the power of the person 
of Jesus.” (Systematic Theology, p.58f.) A.Deissmann: “This 
dogma of verbal inspiration of every letter of the New Testament, 
which rightly can be called mechanical inspiration, is now aban- 
doned in all scientific theology. ... The only basis of our faith 
is the present living God, and Jesus Christ when He has become 
for us in some way or other a present and effective Reality.” 
(The New Testament, etc., pp.12,174. See C.T.M., I, p. 234.) 
Th. Harnack: “Die Frage nach der Schrift ist darum immer erst 
die zweite; die erste ist und bleibt Christus.” (See Lehre u. 
Wehre, 32, p. 346.) L.Ihmels: “Today also only that is real faith 
in Christ which is thrust upon man by the appearance of Christ 
Himself.” (Zentralfragen, p.89.) The Commission on Christian 
Doctrine (Episcopalian) states that “stages of Biblical revelation 
are to be judged in relation to its historical climax,” the standard 
being “the mind of Christ as unfolded in the experience of the 
Church and appropriated by the individual Christian through His 
Spirit” (The Living Church, March 9, 1938). At the World Con- 
ference at Lausanne, 1927, the extreme Liberals expressed their 
teaching thus: “The object of our faith is not any statement about 
Christ but the Lord Jesus Christ Himself.”2) 


2) Most certainly Christ is the object of saving faith. Most certainly 
we tell men: “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ,” Acts 16:31. But when 
these men ask, What should we believe concerning Christ? we tell them: 
“Believe the Gospel” (Mark 1:15), accept by faith those wonderful “state- 
ments about Christ” which you will find only in Scripture, those state- 
ments containing the offer of the forgiveness of sins gained by Christ. 
And what happens? “So then faith cometh by hearing” (Rom. 10:17), not 
by hearing what some apparition is telling you, but by hearing the word 
of Scripture. — Consult Dr. Pieper’s Christliche Dogmatik: “One party 
contends that justifying faith does not spring solely from the word of 
the Gospel and consequently does not have only the word of the Gospel 
for its object, but that faith springs primarily from ‘historical impres- 
sions’ and has for its object historical impressions and ‘the facts of sal- 
vation’ separate and apart from the Word of God. The other party 
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All of this sounds familiar. We have been hearing it here 
in America. The Lutheran of Nov. 22, 1928, declared: “We are 
not founded upon any book nor even on the Scriptures. Chris- 
tianity is founded upon the living Christ.” J.A.W.Haas: “It is 
not a set of writings nor the unity of the Scriptures as such and in 
themselves upon which we can rest as authority that is infallible 
apart from their connection and derivation from Jesus and the 
guidance of His Spirit. The ever-living Christ is our infallible 
norm and standard.” (The Truth of Faith, p.38. Italics our own.) 
The Lutheran Church Quarterly, April 1937: “What Luther meant 
by the Word of God, as is well known, was something different 
from the original words written by the original authors on the 
original parchment. It was the Word that was spirit and life, 
free and not bound.... There is a tendency to identify the object 
of faith with doctrines instead of with the living Christ, whom the 
doctrines are intended to set forth. This naturally happens where 
the Word of God is so identified with the written Scriptures that 
no differentiation is made between them” (Pp. 195, 194) .» 

This modern teaching: Not Scripture but Christ, is nothing 
new. Schleiermacher indeed popularized it in this form, but it is 
an old heresy. John Goodwin, Independent (} 1665), wrote: 
“Jesus Christ and not the Scriptures was the foundation of the 
Christian religion. ... The true and proper foundation is not 
ink and paper, not any book or books, not writing or writings 
whatsoever, whether translations or originals, but that substance 
of matter, those glorious counsels of God concerning salvation of the 
world by Jesus Christ.” (See Bibliotheca Sacra, 1931, p. 152.) 
And before him the “heavenly prophets” of Zwickau and the rest 
of that ilk had said the same in principle. 

Just how these men who make Jesus, not Scripture, the source 
and foundation of saving knowledge, get into communication with 
Jesus, they do not tell us. John De Witt tries to tell us when he 
writes: “All historic, prophetic, and didactic revelation of God 
in the inspired books of the Old and New Testaments is inferior 
and subordinate to His revelation of personal truth and grace in the 
Christ of the historic Gospel; and whatsoever the former may con- 


teaches that any faith outside and apart from God’s Word and promise 
is enthusiasm. . . . Therefore the Lutheran Confessions so strongly 
emphasize the fact that the object of justifying faith is the forgiveness of 
sins offered in the Word: Diximus promissionem et fidem correlativa esse, 
and: Fides justificans est velle et accipere oblatam promissionem remis- 
sionis peccatorum et justificationis.” (II, pp. 505, 

3) “Not Scripture, but a ge comes under he general heading of 
“Not Scripture, but the Word of God.” The discussion of the concept 
“Word of God” as opposed to the word of Scripture must await another 
opportunity. It will suffice to point out here that the moderns are using 
these two terms (“Christ” ak “Word of God”) indiscriminately. 

32 
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tain that is incongruous therewith, whatever be the explanation 
of the incongruity, is not to be held as authoritative for us, but is 
virtually superseded as an imperfect and provisional inspiration. .. . 
Let the disciple of Christ come closer to Christ in His pervasive, 
effluent, and communicative moral purity. Let him take John’s 
position, pillowing his head on the Master’s bosom, where he can 
hear His faintest whisper and feel every throb of His pure, tender, 
and loving heart, and he will come to a better mind.... We go 
fearlessly, therefore, to the old inspiration, approving or rejecting 
it, as it may be.” (What Is Inspiration? pp. 168, 180.) That is 
a fine Christian phrase: “pillowing his head on the Master’s 
bosom.” On Jesus’ bosom we find comfort and rest. But resting 
on the bosom of Jesus, you will never hear a voice telling you to 
reject certain portions of Holy Scripture. And where will you 
find Jesus apart from Scripture? The directions De Witt gives are 
just as hazy as those of Prof.John Oman, who, rejecting the 
authority of Scripture, says: “The true ambassador of Heaven 
sits in heavenly places, seeing visions and dreaming dreams” 
(Vision and Authority, p. 166), or those of Prof. J. F. Vichert, who 
says: “The ground of my confidence is not something written long 
ago, though that has helped me, ... but a song, a light, a life, within 
my own soul” (Watchman-Examiner, Feb. 28, 1929). That is 
exactly what the “heavenly prophets” of Zwickau said. 

So much is clear from the statements submitted that these 
men refused to accept the Bible as the primary, the chief, the only 
authority. We do not have to point that out to them. They are 
pointing it out to us. We shall enlarge on the disastrous results 
of such a theology later on. For the present we want to emphasize 
the fact that, according to their own statements, they have deposed 
the Bible as the chief and only authority. They have much to say 
in praise of the Bible; but submit to its authority absolutely? 
Never! — We know, of course, that it will be useless for us to quote 
2 Tim. 3:15 f.; 1 Tim. 6:3 ff.; Is. 8:20; etc., to them in this connection. 
That will make no impression on them. They will tell us to save 
our breath since they do not accept the Bible as the chief authority. 
They will ridicule us for operating with the obsolete method of 
quoting Bible-texts. Well, let them, if they must. It will clarify 
the situation. We will know that we are dealing with men who 
think nothing of rejecting certain statements, certain portions of 
Scripture. 

They tell us that very plainly. We submit a list of statements 
to that effect. These statements are of the same general nature as 
the preceding ones, but emphasize the teaching that the authority 
of the Bible ceases where the alleged authority of Christ sets in. 
That is to say, on the authority of Christ or of the Spirit of Christ 
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or of the Gospel of Christ or whatever other term may be used, 
certain portions of Scripture must be ruled out; not every word of 
’ the Bible counts, but only such words as are stamped with the 
authority of Jesus. 

Dr. De Witt told us that a moment ago. Read once more the 
first part of his statement. The Bible contains incongruities, which 
are no longer authoritative for us!) W.A.Brown: “But if the Bible 
records such widely different stages of spiritual development, how 
are we to discriminate between them? How can we tell what part 
of the Bible is revelation and what is setting? There is one very 
simple and effective way to do this. It is to bring everything the 
book contains into touch with the central personality in whom the 
story culminates—the Lord Jesus Christ.” (Beliefs That Matter, 
p. 226.) H.F.Rall: “Is not the authority of the Bible gone if we 
cannot say of every word that it is the Word of God? ... The final 
authority for our faith is God, and God alone. The Bible is 
authority for us only in so far as it brings God, only so far as 
through the Spirit of God it wakens conviction in our heart... . 
The Bible has a center toward which the old tends from which 
the new flows—Jesus Christ. Bring all else to that test, make 
Him supreme.” (A Faith for Today, p. 232.)4) E. Brunner: “It is 
well known how Luther himself freely criticized the writings of the 
Old and the New Testament, without being in the least shaken 
in his faith. When he used his critical understanding, he did what 
the pearl-fisher does when he wipes away the sand from his new- 
found pearl to uncover its pure whiteness. He removed what 
covered the meaning of God’s Word. ... It is like chiseling off the 
incrustations of the past from the old inscription, to make it legible. 
No doubt we have to chisel off much more than Luther believed 
necessary, but the inscription has remained the same: Jesus Christ, 
the Word of God.” (The Word and the World, p. 102.) E. Schaeder: 
“The Spirit-wrought faith applies a sifting process to the Bible- 
word. Through this sifting process it gets the Word of God, the 
Word of Christ, to which it pneumatically adheres.” (Theozentrische 
Theologie, II, p.69.) F.Holmstroem: “Die Spitze [von P. Althaus’ 
Darlegung der ‘Methode der Eschatologie’] ist ja eigentlich gegen 
die schlendrianmaessige biblizistische Reproduktion der apokalyp- 
tischen Vorstellungen gerichtet. . .. Eine theologisch haltbare 
Eschatologie muss vielmehr ihre Aussagen organisch aus dem le- 
bendigen Zentrum der biblischen Offenbarung, der ‘Christustat- 
sache,’ herleiten.” (Das Eschatologische Denken der Gegenwart, 


4) Both Luther and Rall put Christ in the center of the Bible. But 
Luther goes on to show that therefore everything in the Bible is of 
a however, finds therein his authority to discard much of 

e Bible. 
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p. 312.) That is to say, the single texts treating of eschatology (or 
any other doctrine) are not decisive. What counts is the living 
center, “die Christustatsache.” If an individual statement of the 
Bible does not agree [in your judgment] with “Christ,” with the 
fact that Christ lived and died, etc. you may discard it.» 


5) Let us take time to discuss the term “schlendrianmaessige bibli- 
zistische Reproduktion.” When we base our teaching on proof-texts, 
these men look down upon us as backward Biblicists and charge us with 
taking things too easy, adhering to the old slovenly methods of Scripture- 
interpretation. Study the Bible, these men say, but you need something 
better than proof-texts to get the sense of its teaching. A writer in the 
Christian Century of Feb. 22 says: “Back to the Bible! I am convinced 
that we are to fall short of the necessary spiritual resilience which this 
day demands, unless we rediscover the sources of spiritual power in the 
Bible.” He goes on to speak of “the inexhaustible resources of beauty 
and grandeur, of sharp insight and sweeping profundity that crowd the 
pages of the New Testament. There’s a book!” But he hastens to de- 
clare: “This does not mean that we shall be saved by a return to proof- 
texting. Perish the thought!” Proof-texts!? “No fundamental doctrine 
rests on a single isolated passage. Nor may several passages strung to- 
gether in proof-text fashion fix faith. It requires the analogy of Scripture, 
the whole Scripture corroborating and authenticating its own testimony in 
the life of the true Church, to establish the truth as it is in Christ Jesus.” 
(Dr. E. E. Flack, in The Lutheran, Oct. 11, 1936.) These men look down 
with infinite contempt on the Biblicists who say: “That the question of 
inspiration is of vital importance for the Christian Church is easily seen. 
If she has a definite and authoritative body of Scripture to which she 
can go, it is a comparatively easy task to formulate her doctrine. All 
she has to do is to search out the teachings of Scripture and embody them 
in her creed.” (L. Boettner, The Inspiration of the Scriptures, p.10.) No, 
say the moderns, it is not so easy as all that. That would make theology 
too simple a matter. Much more is required than the study of simple 
proof-texts. They have the same contempt for Luther, who also dealt 
with proof-texts. Luther, too, said that it is an easy matter for the 
Church to establish her doctrines, for there are the clear passages of 
Scripture! “There is no clearer book upon earth than is Holy Writ... . 
Some passages in Scripture are obscure, but in these you find nothing but 
what is found in other places, and in clear and plain passages.... So the 
fathers fought them [the heretics] with the clear passages.” (V, p.334f.) 
When Luther had found one single proof-text, he was sure of his case 
and declared: “The text stands there too mightily.” (XV, p. 2050.) Poor, 
backward Luther, piddling around in theology, imagining that he is get- 
ting anywhere with his proof-texts! Solch ein Schlendrian! Zwingli 
used to scoff at Luther for clinging to “fuenf arme und elende Worte.” 
The moderns deride him for staking his doctrine, his salvation, on 
a string of insignificant proof-texts, and Luther answers: “They are 
revealing what kind of spirit is in them and how much they think of 
God’s Word, ridiculing these precious words as five poor, miserable 
words; they do not believe that they are God’s words. For if they 
believed that they are God’s words, they would not call them miserable, 
poor words, but would prize one tittle and letter more highly than the 
whole world.” (XX, p.1040.) And what is that great and strenuous 
work, calling for the best effort and deepest thought of the theologian, 
far surpassing the piddling, easy-going, slovenly method of the proof- 
text theologian? They say: “Theology must derive its truths out of the 
living center of the Biblical revelation, out of the ‘Christustatsache.’” 
G. Wehrung says: “Der evangelische Schriftgebrauch sucht nicht Lehr- 
formeln oder Beweisstellen (proof-texts) dafuer, sondern lebenweckende 
Zeugnisse; er sucht in und hinter diesen mannigfachen Christusbekennt- 
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W. C. Berkemeyer had declared in the Alleman Commentary that 
he disagrees with St. Paul’s “allegorical exegesis of Genesis” and 
“the belief in the literal historicity of the Biblical account of 
creation of man and woman” and that he “doubts the traditional 
Pauline authorship of the Pastoral Epistles.’ He was taken to 
task for this, but insists that he has the right to reject certain 
statements of Scripture on the principle “that we judge Scripture 
by Christ.” (See Luth. Church Quart., 1938, p. 67 f£.) 

One can hardly trust his eyes. Have Christian theologians 
written these things? The Church has indeed come upon evil 
times. The majority of her leading theologians, liberals and con- 
servatives, Reformed and Lutheran, is claiming the right, and 
exercising it to the full, of revising the sacred oracles of God, of 
deleting great portions, sifting the wheat from the chaff, chiseling 
off the incrustations, removing the blemishes, and discarding the 
harmful elements — and they insist that they are doing this on the 
authority of Christ! 

They also appeal to Luther as their authority for treating 


nissen die innere Einheit, das eine Evangelium, das eine Gotteswort in 
den vielen Worten.... Eine gesetzliche Benutzung einzelner Saetze oder 
gar der ganzen Schrift kann dem Glauben nicht in den Sinn kommen; 
er muss ueberall die Linien zum Mittelpunkt ziehen, aus allen Stimmen 
den einen evangelischen Klang heraushoeren.” (Geschichte und Glaube, 
p.306.) H.Wheeler Robinson says: “The revelation must be sought in 
that experience which God has made the medium of His revelation, in its 
entirety, rather than in particular ‘texts’ taken from it.... We may con- 
fidently claim that the fuller recognition of mediation, by throwing us 
back on the inner content of the revelation instead of its literary expres- 
sion and record, is part of the unceasing providence of God over His 
people.” (The Chr. Experience of the Holy Spirit, pp.170, 175.) And it is 
not an easy matter to establish what revelation “in its entirety” really 
reveals. F. Buechsel tells us: “Selbstverstaendlich kommt diese Be- 
deutung [“Wort Gottes”] nicht einer Anzahl aus dem Neuen Testament 
herausgehobener Worte zu, sondern nur seinem Gesamtzeugnis,” and 
then warns us: “Dies Gesamtzeugnis des Neuen Testaments zu erheben, 
erfordert ein betraechtliches Mass theologischer Arbeit.” (Die Offen- 
barung Gottes, p.112.) To get at the sense of revelation “in its entirety,” 
of the Gesamtzeugnis, calls for an adept. We have always thought that 
it takes the best efforts of the Christian theologian to lift the treasures 
which these simple proof-texts carry. But now come the moderns, the 
adepts, and engage themselves to do better, more thorough work than 
that of piddling, slovenly Luther. Yes, better work than that of St. Paui. 
For the “literary expression,” the words of Paul, as Robinson just told us, 
is inadequate. Go back of the “literary expression” to get the inner con- 
tent of the revelation! — What intolerable conceit! Luther describes their 
conceit thus: “Grund und Ursach solches ihres Duenkels (conceit) ist 
erstlich, dass man diese Worte ‘Das ist mein Leib’” (the proof-text!) 
“muesse aus den Augen tun und zuvor durch den Geist die Sache be- 
denken.... Da hast du eine gewisse Regel, die dich besser leitet in alle 
Wahrheit, denn der Heilige Geist selber tun kann, naemlich, wo die 
Heilige Schrift deinen Duenkel irret oder hindert, da tue sie aus den 
Augen, und folge zuerst deinem Duenkel, so triffst du den rechten Weg 
gewiss aller Dinge fein.” (XX, p.1022.) The word which St. Paul uses 
in this connection is tet¥qmmta, 1'Tim. 6:4. 
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Holy Scripture in this way. They say that Luther set.up the 
principle that only those portions of Scripture are authoritative 
which deal with Christ —“was Christum treibet.” They found 
these words in Luther’s Preface to the Epistle. of St. James and 
St. Jude: “All the genuine sacred books agree in this, that all of 
them preach Christ and deal with Him.” (Lay emphasis on Him 
[Christum treiben].) “That is the true test by which to judge all 
books, when we see whether they deal with Christ or not, since 
all the Scriptures show us Christ, Rom.3:21, and St.Paul will 
know nothing but Christ, 1 Cor. 2:2.” (XIV, p.129. Translation 
from the Holman edition of Luther’s works.) Hiding behind 
Luther’s name, the moderns, liberals and conservatives, Reformed 
and Lutheran, insist that the criterion of truth is not: What is 
written? but: Was treibt Christum? We submit a list of state- 
ments which develop the general theme “Not Scripture, but Christ” 
in this particular form: Only those portions of Scripture are 
profitable which — according to the judgment of the masters — 
deal with Christ; the rest of Scripture can safely be junked. 

Lic. Dr. Stier (Breslau): “Holy Scripture is ‘the Word of God’ 
inasmuch and so far as it is the record mediating the divine revela- 
tion of salvation (Luther: Gottes Wort ist, “was Christum treibet’).” 
(Ev.-Luth. Freikirche, May 13, 1928.) P.Althaus: “Hier wie dort 
sind wir in dem Hoeren auf das Wort Gottes in dem biblischen 
Wort von diesem letzteren als Menschenworte auch frei.” Foot- 
note: “Es handelt sich also um das Verhaeltnis des Wortes zu den 
Worten, des Apostolischen im Sinne Luthers (‘was Christum 
treibet’?) zu dem gesamten Inhalt der biblischen Schriften.” (Die 
letzten Dinge, p.61.) G.Wehrung (Tuebingen): “In unueber- 
trefflicher Weise hat Luther den Pruefstein fuer alle Schriften 
darin gefunden, ob sie Christum treiben oder nicht.” But, adds 
Wehrung, Luther did not go far enough. What Luther’s alleged 
principle involves is this: “Wir muessen aber in tieferem Sinn 
mit Luther und seinem Freiheitsgeist einig bleiben, indem wir 
alles Schriftwort danach abschaetzen, ob es das Evangelium rein 
und ungetruebt zum Ausdruck bringt.” We are in accord with 
Luther and his spirit of freedom only then, if we apply this test 
to all words of Scripture: Do they express the Gospel as gospel 
clearly and purely?) (Geschichte und Glaube, p. 307 f.) C. Stange: 
“In diesem Sinne ist auch die Forme] Luthers gemeint, dass die 
Schrift Gottes Wort sei, soweit sie Christum treibt.... Es wird 
damit ein Massstab fuer das, was an dem Inhalt der Schrift wesent- 
lich ist, aufgestellt.” (Dogmatik, I, p.195.) E. Brunner: “Luther, 
perhaps the most congenial interpreter of Scripture the Church 
has ever had, explicitly asserted the subordination of the Scripture 
to Christ in such well-known utterances as these: .. . ‘The Scrip- 
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tures are apostolic and canonical in so far as they teach Christ and 
no further.’” “Luther would never have approved of the opinion 
of later orthodoxy that everything in the Scriptures is equally 
inspired by the Holy Spirit.” “No doubt we have to chisel off much 
more than Luther believed necessary.” (The Word and the World, 
pp. 84, 102.) H.C. Alleman: “It must have been along lines like 
these that Luther came to his test of Scripture: ‘Herein agree all 
the genuine holy books, that they all preach and exhibit Christ.’ 
The Bible contains the Word of God. It is the rule of our faith be- 
cause it enshrines this Word. Luther saw that it was this which 
made it an inspired book, without the necessity of claiming for it 
verbal inspiration. He is not the author of that theory. The Bible 
is not of uniform value and perspicuity. It has carried with it 
the husk as well as the kernel. There are many things in the Old 
Testament and some in the New Testament which are temporal 
and even provincial. When we read Old Testament stories of 
doubtful ethics,” etc. (Luth.Church Quart., July, 1936, p. 240.) 
Alleman and Brunner and Stier and the rest have subscribed to the 
Declaration of Independence of the Authority of Scripture pro- 
claimed by the Eisenach convention of 1917: “Gebunden und doch 
frei! Gebunden an das Ganze der Offenbarung in der Schrift, 
gebunden an den Christus Gottes, den die Schrift treibt, aber frei 
gegenueber Einzelheiten, frei in der Beurteilung der menschlichen 
Huellen, in die die Gottesherrlichkeit der Schrift verkleidet ist. 
Bound, yet free! Bound to the revelation within the Scriptures 
taken as a whole; bound to the Christ of God whom the Scriptures 
urge. But free with respect to particulars, free to form our opinion 
of the human garments making the divine glory of the Scriptures.” 
(See Theol. Monthly, V, p. 6.)© 


6) Did Luther set up the canon that only those portions of Scripture 
which — according to the opinion of the master theologians — deal with 
Christ are inspired and authoritative? If he did, he was wrong and we 
should be doing wrong in following him. But he did nothing of the kind. 
He is not discussing the question whether everything in Scripture is 
God’s inspired Word, but the question of the canon of Scripture — which 
books constitute the canon? Some of the writers just quoted are free 
to admit this. They admit it by declaring that Luther was at fault in not 
subjecting Scripture (“alles Schriftwort,” “all words of Scripture”) to the 
test: Does it deal with Christ? The question before Luther was whether 
James and Jude belong in the canon. He doubted it. Others before him 
have doubted it. James and Jude were always in the class of the anti- 
legomena. Whether the test that Luther here applied (Do these books 
preach Christ?) is the proper one does not concern us now. The ques- 
tion before us is: Does Luther say that certain portions of Scripture 
are chaff, husk, blemishes, mistakes, and are seen to be such in that they 
do not deal with Christ? His words must be twisted unmercifully to 
make them say this. Why, in this very passage he states emphatically: 
“All the Scriptures show us Christ.” He had to say this, because Rom. 
15:4 says it. He said: “Scripture forms a harmonious whole, and all 
examples, histories, yea, the entire Scripture, in all its parts, aims at this, 
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It passes belief. Here are men who are ever harping on the 
authority of Jesus; but when Jesus declares: “The Scripture can- 
not be broken” (John 10:35), they coolly renounce His authority. 
Jesus declares that not a single statement of Scripture may be 
annulled, denied, deleted, put aside; every single word is authori- 
tative. (See Pieper, Chr. Dog., I, pp. 158, 258, 266f. L. Boettner, 
The Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 28. Kretzmann, The Founda- 
tions Must Stand, p. 40.) But these men say: We know better than 
Jesus what is fit and proper. Jesus asks us to stake everything on 
the authority of Scripture and accept everything in Scripture as 
profitable for doctrine; He should have known that there are many 
things in Scripture that are unimportant and even harmful. 

We submit a final series of statements which use instead of 
the concepts “Christ” and “was Christum treibet” the term “Gospel” 
or the more general terms: “saving truth,” “spiritual content,” or 
“spirit,” opposed to letter. These statements express the idea 


that we should learn Christ.” (III, p.18.) He said: “The entire Scripture 
is throughout nothing but Christ.” (III, p.1959.) He said: “All stories in 
Holy Scripture, viewed aright, have to do with Christ.” (VII, p.1924.) He 
said: “Thou must not think or wonder why the Holy Ghost delights in 
describing such paltry and contemptible things, but listen to what 
St.Paul says Rom.15:4: ‘Whatsoever things... . If we firmly believed 
that the Holy Ghost Himself and God, the Creator of all, is the true 
Author of this Book, we should find the greatest comfort therein.” 
(I, p. 469.) And Alleman and Brunner cannot make us believe that in 
this Preface to James Luther wanted to say the very contrary. And did 
Luther himself ever apply this alleged canon of his? Where did he say 
that such and such a passage must be separated from the true Scrip- 
tures because it does not deal with Christ? Luther will give you a hun- 
dred dollars if you can find, say in his exposition of Gen.1 a statement 
to the effect: Out it goes, for it does not urge Christ. He will give you 
another hundred dollars if you can find him saying, in writing on the 
imprecatory psalms: Out they go, for they do not reflect the mind of 
Christ.— See further C. T. M., IX, p. 383; Pieper, Chr. Dog., I, p. 353; 
Hoenecke, Ev.-Luth. Dog., I, p. 362 (there W. Walther [Rostock] is 
quoted: Luther recognized open questions respecting the extent of the 
canon, but as to the canonical books, they possessed for him absolute 
authority, as being the inspired Word of God); C.F. W. Walther in Lehre 
und Wehre, 1886, p.8 (“We pass over those who here bring up Luther’s 
judgment concerning the antilegomena [St. James, etc.] as proving Lu- 
ther’s alleged liberality on the question of inspiration, since even the 
weakest intellect will see at once how foolish it is to make a disparaging 
judgment of Luther concerning a writing which he did not look upon 
as canonical express a liberal view concerning the inspiration of the 
canonical books; the very opposite is expressed in such a judgment.”) — 
Hans Asmussen speaks of those who are always ready to trot out Lu- 
ther’s statement in the Preface to St.James in this wise: “Ueber die 
Grenzen, in welchen Gottes Reden nach Ansicht Luthers in der Bibel sich 
vollzieht, ist das bekannte Lutherzitat von der Schrift, ‘soweit sie 
Christum treibet,’ mit besonderer Inbrunst in allen Lagern kolportiert 
worden,” and then he quotes Luther, IX, 655; III, 21; III, 1890; VI, 742; 
VII, 1111, ete. (Zwischen den Zeiten, 1928, p.31.) 

7) All these terms are used interchangeably. Luthardt for instance 
uses them thus in this statement: “Th. Harnack geht nun auf die falsche 
unlutherische” (!) “Stellung zur Heiligen Schrift ein, demgemaess man 
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that not everything in the Bible is God’s Word, trustworthy and 
authoritative; that, since Christ is the only authority, only the 
Gospel portions of the Bible are authoritative. Following the lead 
of Calixt, who restricted inspiration to the saving truths (Heils- 
wahrheiten — see Luthardt, Compendium, p. 117), O. Kirn says: 
“Aus diesem Grundsatz folgt nicht nur die Beschraenkung der 
Schriftautoritaet auf das Gebiet der Heilswahrheit, sondern auch 
das abgestufte Verhaeltnis des Alten und Neuen Testaments inner- 
halb des Schriftganzen.” (Grundriss, p.30.) H.Martensen: “In 
the orthodoxy of the seventeenth century the Scriptures are re- 
garded as a book of laws; and the individual Christian, not main- 
taining a relative independence over against the Scriptures, is 
unable to distinguish in the Scriptures between the essential and 
the incidental and practises a genuine relic-worship towards the 
letter of the Bible.” (Chr. Dog., p. 45.) We heard Wehrung declare 
that we must apply this test to all words of Scripture: Do they 
express the Gospel? J.A.W.Haas: “What the theologian calls 
the Word of God, namely, the spiritual content of the Bible, is an 
authority of freedom.” (What Ought I to Believe, p.30.) M.G.G. 
Sherer: “Christian liberty knows how to distinguish between 
Scripture and Scripture, between the shell and the content, between 
the chaff and the wheat, between the letter and the spirit... . 
Christian liberty does not fall into the sin of Bibliolatry.” (Chr. 
Liberty and Chr. Unity, p.81.) V.Ferm: “The authority of the 
Sacred Writings is no longer found in ‘the letter’ and sustained by 
some artificial theory of divine inspiration, but in the appeal to 
the spiritual content. ... To us the ‘Word of God’ is the validly 
spiritual content which rises unmistakably in Scriptural utterances 
and in the pronouncement of Christ-like seers” (What Is Luther- 
anism? p. 294.) H.C. Alleman: “What is infallible in the Bible? 
The good news, or the Gospel, of God, which God revealed in the 
prophets and fulfilled in the Christ... . We must do what Luther 
said in a homely but penetrating sentence: ‘The pure Scriptures 
must be separated from their dregs and filth, which it has ever 
been my aim to do, that the divine truths may be looked upon in 
one light and trifles of men in another.’” (The Lutheran, Jan. 14, 
1937. — This matter is examined in C.T.M., VIII, p.542ff.) The 
Declaration of the U. L.C. A. on “The Word of God and the Scrip- 


sie, anstatt vor allem Christum, zum Grund und Eckstein des Glaubens 
und zur Offenbarung selbst macht. ... Danach bemisst sich auch die 
Irrtumslosigkeit der Heiligen Schrift als eine nach der eigentlichen Ab- 
zweckung der Schrift zu verstehende und zu bemessende. ‘Die 

sage ich mit Volck, ‘ist eben etwas Besseres als ein Buch ohne Fehler’; 
so dass also ausser der Heilsoffenbarung die Moeglichkeit irrtuemlicher 
Zeitvorstellungen und dergleichen von vornherein vorauszusetzen ist.” 
(See Lehre und Wehre, 37, p. 277.) 
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tures”: “III. We believe that in its most real sense the Word of 
God is the Gospel, i. e., the message concerning Jesus Christ, His 
work, His teaching,” etc.... “V. We accept the Scriptures as the 
infallible truth of God in all matters that pertain to His revelation 
and our salvation.” ® 


Two generations ago Robert Ingersoll traveled up and down 
the land, lecturing on “The Mistakes of Moses.” He held the 
Holy Scriptures up to scorn for the alleged mistakes, contradic- 
tions, and immoral teachings they contained. He was an avowed 
agnostic, infidel. How the times have changed! Today we hear 
Christian theologians speaking of the mistakes of Moses and the 
prophets and the apostles, of the chaff and husk and filth found in 
the Bible, of the mistaken scientific beliefs and backward culture 
and immoral ethical teaching of the sacred writers. And they are 
doing that, they say, under the authority of Jesus! The Bible 
must be subjected to a thorough cleansing, sifting, winnowing 
process in order that the purity of the teaching of Jesus might be 
preserved. 


And what is the result of all of this as it affects the question 
before us? (We are discussing the question: Is Holy Scripture the 
primary authority or is it Christ?) If the men who make Christ 
the primary authority are right in their contention and arguments, 
a terrible situation ensues. Those who substitute for the authority 
of Scripture the authority of Jesus or subordinate the authority 
of Scripture to that of Jesus, leave us without any authority. Let 
us look into that more closely. Tu. ENGELDER 

(To be concluded) 


8) Dr. A.J.Traver points out, in The Lutheran of Feb. 22, that the 
U.L.C. Declaration restricts the authority and infallibility of the Bible to 
the Gospel-message. Interpreting the Declaration for the Young People, 
he states: “This whole revelation of God to man, completed in Jesus 
Christ, is faithfully recorded and preserved in the Holy Scriptures and 
comes to us alone through them. They are the infallible truth ‘in all 
matters that pertain to His revelation and our salvation.’” Italicizing this 
sentence, Dr.Traver is informing his readers that the Declaration does 
not mean to say that every statement of Scripture is true. To make that 
clear, he adds another paragraph: “Does not modern science contradict 
the Scriptures? God did not inspire the writers of the Scriptures to 
know all truth. He gave men minds to use in investigation and dis- 
covery. For instance, the laws governing the use of airplanes have been 
learned through the painful processes of many years. It is not neces- 
sary that men should know how to fly in order to be saved from their 
sins. Bible writers wrote with the background of their age and its 
scientific beliefs. The one thing that they were called to do was to 
reveal God to men.” (Italics in original.) The statement of the Decla- 
ration “We believe that the whole body of the Scriptures in all its parts 
is the Word of God” does not mean -that all parts and statements of the 
Bible are true, for did not the holy writers write false scientific beliefs 
into the Bible? Only the Gospel portions are true and profitable. The 
rest is husk, shell, chaff. 
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The False Arguments for the Modern Theory 
of Open Questions 


A Translation of Dr.C.F.W.Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 


(Continued) 


[In support of our rejection of the theory sponsored in the 
quotations submitted, we point to the following: ] 

In the first place, it is not true that our dogmas come into 
existence gradually and that hence there are articles of faith 
“which are still in the process of formation, and others which as 
yet have either not at all or merely by way of beginning been 
drawn into the stream of events in which dogmas take shape.” 
It is not true that some articles of faith have come down to us 
“as undecided, unfinished questions, incomplete structures, as open 
questions,” because concerning these things one does not yet find 
unanimous agreement in the Lutheran Church. This theory, held 
and advocated with more or less emphasis by almost all modern 
theologians, though entirely unknown to the old orthodox theolo- 
gians of our Church, we consider the xeatov wetdos of modern 
theology; as we view it, it is merely a daughter of Rationalism 
appearing in Christian dress, a sister of Romanism hiding behind 
a Protestant mask, and a fruitful mother of large families of 
heresies. With respect to the Rationalists it is well known that 
they were the first to describe dogmas not as the unchangeable, 
divine, fundamental truths of Christianity but as doctrinal opinions 
which had arisen in a scientific process or which had been ele- 
vated by the various denominations to the position of ecclesiastical 
teaching and were considered authoritative in the respective age. 
For this reason they strictly distinguished between doctrines of 
the Church and of the Bible; the former they looked upon as a 
presentation of beliefs of the Church which come and go and are 
subject to constant change, the latter as a presentation of the 
eternal Christian doctrine, having validity for all time, although, 
of course, they identified these eternal doctrines with the thin, 
watery soup cooked in the kitchen of their own common sense. 
One of the chief representatives of this crass Rationalism, Bret- 
schneider, writes, for instance: “We must distinguish between 
Christian theology” (which in the mind of Bretschneider is Ration- 
alism) “and dogmatic, a distinction based on the name itself, for 
déyua means placitum, opinion, and that correctly describes dog- 
matic. It represents the subjective view of individual parties or 
teachers. As soon as these subjective views were fixed by some 
public authority, public dogmatic arose, which, using the word 
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in the wider sense, might be called a presentation of the teachings 
submitted in the various confessions. This process started in the 
third century and was carried on through the Christian councils 
and the confessions, or symbols, which they sanctioned. Dog- 
matic was enlarged when various churches and parties arose which 
publicly stated their opinion concerning Christian teaching.” In 
the following Bretschneider, however, admits that after the Ref- 
ormation dogmatic was regarded in our Church as identical with 
Christian or Biblical theology. (Handbuch der Dogm. der ev.-luth. 
K. von Bretschneider. Reutlingen, 1823. I1:24f.) Essentially 
Schleiermacher did not change this rationalistic view when he 
began his dogmatic with these words: “Dogmatic theology is the 
science pertaining to the relation of the various doctrines obtain- 
ing at a certain time in a Christian denomination.” He then 
proceeds: “Every presentation of doctrine, regardless of its com- 
prehensiveness and perfection, in the course of time loses its 
original significance and retains merely a historical importance. 
For unnoticeable changes take place all the time wherever there 
is a lively exchange of thought; changes depend on various 
factors making for development.” (Der christl. Glaube. Reut- 
lingen, 1828. I1:11,12.) In calling the theory of a successive 
development of doctrine as taught by modern theologians a 
daughter of Rationalism coming in a Christian dress, we, of 
course, do not intend to impute to these men the view that the 
dogmas of the Church are nothing but temporary opinions having 
the sanction of church-bodies. What we wish to maintain is 
merely that the view prevailing at present, holding doctrines 
to be merely the results of historical movements, is of rationalistic 
origin. No proof is needed to show that Roman Catholics also 
teach the gradual rise of dogma; but a few years ago we beheld 
the spectacle of the present Pope’s declaring the teaching of the 
Virgin Mary’s immaculate conception, which before had been con- 
sidered an open question, to be a dogma and now binding for all 
“believers,” and just now, according to reports, the alleged heir 
of Peter’s episcopal throne is preparing to enrich his Church 
again through a new dogma by decreeing his own infallibility. 
While modern Lutheran theologians are far removed from the 
position which would vindicate the right of the Roman Church or 
even the Pope to create new articles of faith, their theory that 
dogmas come into existence gradually, that on certain points a 
“unanimous consensus” arises, or that the Church has finally 
“pronounced” and “decided” with respect to such matters, is 
nothing but a sister of Romanism, having put on a Protestant mask. 

There are especially two reasons why an orthodox Christian 
cannot adopt but must decidedly reject this theory. In the first 
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place, this theory opposes the clear teaching of the Word of God 
that the Church at all times is one, and one only. Clearly and 
definitely Christ says: “Other sheep I have which are not of this 
fold. Them also I must bring, and they shall hear My voice; and 
there shall be one fold and one Shepherd,” John 10:16. This 
unitas ecclesiae which all Christendom confesses in the Nicene 
Creed is before everything else a unity in the doctrine of faith. In 
this point substantially even the Church of the Old Testament is 
one with that of the New Testament. Peter says at the first 
apostolic council: “We believe that through the grace of the Lord 
Jesus Christ we shall be saved even as they,” Acts 15:11, and Paul 
testifies before Agrippa: “I continue unto this day, witnessing both 
to small and great, saying none other things than those which the 
prophets and Moses did say should come,” Acts 26:22; cf. 13:32, 33. 
How otherwise could Christ and the apostles have justly appealed 
to the Old Testament with respect to all teachings they proclaimed 
and have asked their hearers to examine according to this norm 
everything that they preached (John 5:39, 45-47; Acts 17:11) if 
they had set forth a new doctrine of faith not yet revealed to the 
Jewish Church in the writings of the Old Covenant? If we 
accordingly have to believe that even the Old and New Testament 
churches in their teachings are one, how much more is this true 
of the Church of the New Testament in its various periods of 
existence! Paul states clearly that the Church is “built on the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets,” Eph.2:20. This foundation 
of the apostles and prophets, however, is nothing else than the total 
number of articles of faith taught by the apostles and prophets. 
Clear, furthermore, is the expression of the apostle in which he 
terms the Church the mother of all believers, Gal. 4:26. This 
position, however, the Church holds because it possesses, preserves, 
and uses that doctrine through which men are brought to the 
knowledge of the true saving faith and are kept in it, and because 
in this manner the Church constantly perpetuates itself. Referring 
to the faith of the Church in general, the Scriptures speak of 
“one faith,” Eph. 4:5; they furthermore do not point to it as 
something which the Church would have to seek, to discover, and 
to acquire through a struggle, but they refer to it as the faith 
which was once delivered unto the saints and for which the Church 
would have to contend, Jude 3. While in the Word of God the 
true disciples of Christ, or the true members of the Church, are 
represented as the people that know the truth, John 8:32, it is 
merely the hypocrites, outwardly joined to the Church, who are 
described as people that are “ever learning and never able to 
come to the knowledge of the truth,” 2 Tim.3:7. The modern 
theory, however, which holds that dogmas are formed gradually, 
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makes the Church a philosophical school, whose task it is eternally 
to be looking for the truth, while according to the Word of God the 
Church is the mistress (“Hausehre”) to whom the truth has been 
entrusted as her most precious treasure, as the good thing which 
has been committed unto her to keep it by the Holy Ghost, 2 Tim. 
1:13,14; 1 Tim.6:20. Through this theory the Church is made to 
resemble the human being who after his birth is still unconscious, 
gradually, however, as the years progress, becomes conscious of 
his environments, gathers knowledge, and by and by arrives at the 
state of maturity, while according to the testimony of the apostle 
the Corinthian Church, for instance, was already in the apostolic 
age enriched “in all utterance and in all knowledge,” so that the 
Corinthian Christians “did not come behind in any gift, waiting 
for the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ,” 1 Cor.1:5,7. It is true 
that the Word of God prophesies, and the history of the Church 
confirms, that the Church does not always stand before us in the 
same brilliant light of pure public preaching, that it rather, to use 
the figure of the ancients, in this respect decreases and increases 
like the moon, that it experiences times of special gracious visi- 
tation and then again declines. But it is an error to say that the 
Church from century to century accumulates an ever-growing 
fund of divine teachings and according to the law of historical 
development arrives at constantly enhanced depths and riches of 
knowledge. We admit that the Church all the time, through 
“men that arise in its midst and who speak perverse things to 
draw away disciples after them,” Acts 20:30, is compelled to 
formulate with increasing precision the pure doctrine which it 
possesses in order that the fraudulent errorists may be unmasked 
and false teachings be kept from creeping into it through ambiguous 
phraseology; but this does not imply that the number of its 
dogmas grows; they are through this activity merely safeguarded 
ever more carefully against the danger of becoming perverted. 
That Christ is époovcws with the Father, that the union of the divine 
and human nature in Christ took place dovyzitws, datoénwes, 
adiagétws, axwgiotws, that Mary was deotdxosc, that “in, with, and 
under” the bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper Christ’s body 
and blood are actually present, are given, and are orally received 
by worthy and unworthy communicants, —these are, it is true, 
dogmatic expressions which were not found in the orthodox 
Church till the days of Arius, Nestorius, Eutyches, and Zwingli; 
but they are not new dogmas. Furthermore, we do not deny that 
through continued searching of the Scriptures by the Church some 
things are by and by cleared up which before, through imperfect 
acquaintance with the languages and history, had been unknown; 
we admit that in this manner the content of the various doctrines 
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of faith at times is set forth and unfolded in a higher degree than 
before and that from this point of view we may indeed speak 
of a progress in knowledge. But this by no means implies the 
gradual origin and increase of dogmas which modern theology 
teaches; we must rather say that through this course that which 
already is known receives new confirmation, or the Church becomes 
aware of certain inferences and corollaries of its dogmas which 
it had not noticed before. It must not be forgotten that it is by 
agreement with the Church of all ages in matters of doctrine, that 
is, by the so-called successio doctrinalis, that the Church of any 
given period must prove itself not to be a new, a false Church, 
but a part of the Church universal. 

That our Church never entertained the idea of a gradual 
formation of dogmas but that this notion arose in the period of 
decay, hardly requires any proof. At the conclusion of the doc- 
trinal articles of the Augsburg Confession our Church expressly 
appeals not only to its agreement with Holy Scripture, but with 
“the Church catholic” (ecclesia catholica), yes, even with the old 
“Roman” Church “as known from its writers.” Hence the authors 
declare [in the German version] they hold their “opponents can- 
not be at variance with them in these articles.” How emphatically 
Luther stresses his agreement with the old Church and how he 
again and again asserts that all dogmas which he teaches are not 
new but that the Church of the Reformation has remained loyal 
to the old Church and its teachings, that contrariwise the papistic 
Church has defected from the old Church and its teachings and 
has become a new and therefore a false Church, is well known. 
Let the reader compare the elaborate proof which Luther submits 
in his essay against Duke Heinrich von Braunschweig, in which 
he among other things, to quote merely a few brief sentences, 
writes: “We invent nothing new but stay with, and adhere to, 
the old Word of God as the Church possessed it; for this reason 
we with it constitute the true old Church, as one body, which 
teaches and believes one divine Word. Hence the papists again 
blaspheme Christ Himself, the apostles, and all Christianity by 
calling us innovators and heretics. For they do not find anything 
with us except the old treasure of the ancient Church, true like- 
ness and complete unity with the latter.” (XVII, 1659.) In another 
passage Luther writes: “The Christian Church is dispersed 
throughout the whole world; it believes as I believe, and I be- 
lieve as it believes; we have no collision or discrepancy in our 
faith.” (Comments on John 7:40; VII, 2347.) For this reason 
Luther says expressly: “We on our part have never asked for a 
council to reform our churches.” (XVII, 1693.) Hence, while 
modern theologians consider the history of dogma at best as the 
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history of the formation of dogma and treat it as such, the old 
orthodox theologians treating this subject rather manifest the 
tendency to furnish the proof that the true doctrine always was 
to be found in the Church and that we Lutherans therefore, on 
the basis of the successio doctrinalis, may well make the claim 
that our congregations are orthodox. Hence Heinrich Eckhart, for 
instance, in the title of his patristic compendium, characterizes 
this work as one “in which the agreement of pious antiquity with 
the confession of our churches is demonstrated in every article 
of theological instruction, and the clamor of the opponents alleging 
newness of doctrine on our part is proved false.” (Compendium 
Theol. Patrum, etc. Jenae, 1606.) To give another example, J. W. 
Baier, in the foreword of his excellent History of Dogma, defines 
this branch of theological study thus: “It is historical theology 
which reports the doctrine of religion and the treatment accorded 
it in the various generations and periods in order that a person 
may thereby convince himself of the unbroken preservation of 
the true doctrine and of the succession of the true Church.” 
(Compend. Theol. Historicae. Vinariae, 1699.) 

The attitude of our Church toward the modern theory of 
dogmatic evolution may furthermore be gathered from the attri- 
butes with which our Church invests articles of faith. H. Kromayer, 
for instance, writes: “We promise, 1. that the articles which one 
must know to be saved are articles belonging to all times, that is, 
that they are found in both the Old and the New Testament, just as 
the apostle says Eph. 4:5, ‘one Lord, one faith’ (that is, the faith 
which is believed, not by which one believes, faith in the objective 
sense, that is, the doctrine which is to be accepted by faith, is 
meant, and not subjective faith, which apprehends the merits of 
Christ and is differentiated from the objects to which it is 
directed”). (Theol. Positivo-Polem. Lips., 1677, p.1.) Calovius 
ascribes seven attributes to the articles of faith: 1. truth and cer- 
tainty; 2. sublimity, the quality of transcending the powers of 
apprehension of human reason; 3. incapability of being proved 
scientifically [Inevidenz]; 4. necessity; 5. connection with the way 
of salvation; 6. mutual relationship; 7. harmony. With respect to 
number 4 he states: “The articles of faith have to be believed, and 
hence they are unchangeable and always have the same quality, 
as far as that which is to be believed is concerned. . . . This neces- 
sity, however, is of various kinds.” (System. I, 771 sq.) 

Again, our orthodox theologians definitely reject the view 
that there is a gradual formation of articles of faith. With respect 
to the argument that no one can say that the articles of faith 
increase, Musaeus, for instance, states: “It does not matter that 
the view is expressed that the fundamental articles of faith in the 
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Church cannot increase. This we by no means deny; on the 
contrary, we all confess with one mouth that everything that one 
must believe to be saved was already taught orally by the apostles 
and that it was received into the Holy Scriptures and thus handed 
down in written form to posterity and that nothing deserves to 
be placed among the necessary articles of faith excepting that which 
is contained in Holy Scripture and on that basis was always taught 
in the catholic Church and always believed. This is true, even if 
an angel from heaven should teach something new and different, 
Gal. 1:8. But it is one thing to say that the fundamental articles 
cannot grow and another thing that the heresies which oppose 
the foundation of faith cannot grow. ... The truth contained 
in each article of faith is one and simple. The error, however, 
through which it may, directly or indirectly, be shaken or sub- 
verted is of various kinds and complex. The primitive Church 
merely taught and expounded the truth in words that were suffi- 
ciently clear, without regard to foreign and subtle, at that time 
neither existent nor known, interpretations, which in the course 
of time the impiety of men has invented for the perversion of the 
true sense of Scripture. But after these perversions of Scripture 
had begun to invade the Church and thereby heresies had taken 
their rise, the teachers of the Church began to explain the truth 
of faith more distinctly and to guard the true sense of the Scrip- 
tures against the fictitious interpretations of the human mind.” 
(Tractatus de Ecclesia. Jenae, 1671. II, 317 sq.) J. Adam Scherzer, 
a Leipzig theologian, writes thus: “The schoolmen say that the 
articles of faith grew with respect to conscious apprehension 
(quoad cognitionem explicitam); this is the secret and arcanum 
for the progress of scholastic theology.” (System. Theol. Lips., 
1704, p.8.) This applies likewise to modern theology in the Lu- 
theran Church. The assumption that dogmas are formed only 
gradually is its moving principle. As long as this assumption 
is granted, it is impossible to stop the bringing in of innovations 
and the process of dissolution, and the return to the one old, 
immutable, everlasting truth of the Church universal is effec- 
tually blocked. A. 
(To be continued) 
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The Institutional Missionary and the Spiritual 
Rehabilitation of the Prisoner 


It is one of the ordinary incidents of our daily life to pick up 
the morning or evening paper and read in glaring head-lines of the 
commission of some atrocious crime. The offender, in most cases 
a young man, is a desperate character, and the authorities are glad 
to have him safely in hand. For several weeks we follow with 
eager interest the detailed accounts of the crime and of the trial, 
and when at last the offender is sentenced to five, ten, twenty 
years, or even to life imprisonment, we sink back in our chairs with 
a sigh of relief, even of satisfaction, and exclaim: “Good! He 
deserves it!” A few days later, when we have already forgotten 
his existence, a shackled young man stands before the gray, grim 
walls of the large prison-house; the great steel gates swing open 
slowly and lock with a jarring clang behind him, and another 
member is added to the Gray Brotherhood. The man is now a 
convict. He is rushed through the “dressing in” procedure, for a 
brief time put in quarantine, and then assigned to work. 

Yet this dejected and rejected man is not forgotten by the 
Church. Whatever we may think of prisoners and their crimes, 
the fact nevertheless remains that each and every one has an 
immortal soul, for which the Savior also bled and died on Cal- 
vary’s cross. It is God’s will that the wicked should turn from his 
ways and live. Cognizant of the fact that the Lord enjoins the 
Church to preach the Gospel to every creature, a missionary chap- 
lain is sent to the abode of convicted men. It is the Gospel that 
will save them from eternal condemnation. We have abundant 
evidence that the Word of God sown into the hearts of these im- 
prisoned men does not return unto Him void. To stand before a 
large gathering of prisoners, oftentimes hundreds in numbers, and 
to preach to them the Gospel of Jesus Christ is a privilege any 
Christian minister might well covet. The Law of God and the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ, sin and grace, must ever be kept in the 
foreground. There should be no room in a prison service for the 
spectacular, sentimental, and highly emotional sermon. A prison 
congregation is different from an ordinary congregation. Its mem- 
bers are of various colors and races, learned and illiterate men, 
some religiously trained, others, again, without the benefit of 
thorough religious instruction and proper indoctrination. It is not 
an easy task, therefore, to preach to such a congregation and be 
understood. If the chief Christian fundamentals, sin and grace, the 
glorious work of redemption, are preached and taught in plain, 
simple language, illustrations used and human interest stories told, 
preferably the personal experiences of the chaplain, with proper 
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applications, the preacher will not fail to hold the attention of the 
congregation. The best preachers are those who choose simple 
words for their sermons and who remember that most people 
came to church to hear the great truths of Christianity rather than 
appeals to the intellect. Jesus Himself spoke plainly in His ser- 
mons to the people while on earth. He told parables in order to 
bring out great spiritual truths. Sickly sentimentality is the worst 
possible thing to offer men already too eager to justify their evil 
deeds. The chaplain needs to be a man of large heart, aided by an 
abundance of sound common sense. He needs to bear in mind 
constantly, in the difficult and delicate work he is called upon to 
perform, that the prison discipline must be upheld and enforced. 
He must never lose sight of the majesty of the law and of the 
prison rules and regulations, if he would be a power for good and 
hold the respect and confidence of the warden, so essential in 
successful prison work! The chaplain and the warden should work 
hand in hand, the one sustaining the other. They need to have a 
perfect understanding, neither mistrusting the other. The chaplain 
should be a man of great sincerity with an intense passion for the 
souls of men. 

No matter how long one has been in actual prison work, a 
prison never fails to impress. The perfect attention, strange en- 
vironments, the large number of youthful offenders, the hardened 
features of habitual criminals, the sadness of it all, make a pro- 
found impression, especially on the minds of those who for the 
first time attend a prison service. It is the personal contact and the 
individual work with the inmate that counts in a prison. The chap- 
lain’s work should be thought out beforehand, be methodical, 
premeditated, intentional, systematic, and thorough. Hand-picked 
fruit always lasts the longest. 

Some people hold that religion cannot possibly be a deterrent 
from crime because members of virtually every religious affilia- 
tion are represented in all penitentiaries. They have come to the 
conclusion that religion is no help at all in keeping men out of 
prison. 

A certain judge, before ascending the bench, was a public 
defender for many years. Thousands of men and women, charged 
with every conceivable crime, came before him. And he found that 
only 2 per cent. of them were active members of any church at 
the time of their arrest. The other 98 per cent. either had no reli- 
gion or had fallen away from their religion, whatever it was. The 
average time that had elapsed since they were communicants of 
any church was five years. The real truth of the matter is this: 
Men and women who are active church-members are not the 
criminals. The criminals are persons who have rejected the com- 
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mandments of God. It was not their religion that brought them 
into serious trouble, but the abandonment of religion. It is not 
Christianity that has failed. Rather its opponents and the flagrant 
offenders against the Word of God have failed. 

How do prison authorities regard religious work in penal 
institutions? The First National Prison Congress, conducted in 
the year 1870, has gone on record that “of all the reformatory 
agencies, religion is the first in importance, because most potent 
in its action upon the human heart and life.” This principle was 
reaffirmed as late as 1930. Sanford Bates, well known as the 
former Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, has written a 
book entitled Prisons and Beyond. “There is no trace of the 
fanatical zeal of the reformer or of the hysteria of the well-meaning 
but unintelligent humanitarian to be found in this book. Mr. Bates’ 
attitude towards religion and the part religion ought to play in the 
task of reforming the criminal is of special interest to church- 
workers. He believes that in the end only the religious appeal can 
be relied upon to effect a thorough reformation in the heart and 
life of a prisoner. Thus he assigns to the prison chaplain a posi- 
tion of great importance in the modern prison, stressing the point 
at the same time that an effective prison ministry calls for men 
especially trained for this service.” 

A consecrated chaplain does not seek the applause of the 
world, which is rarely given, nor material gain, but he glories in 
the fact that he is a humble servant of the Lord, assigned to labor 
among a people forgotten and forsaken, for which the Savior 
sacrificed his life in order to save them, and his reward is that he 
is permitted to serve. 

The gravest offense committed by man against society is, no 
doubt, a flagrant transgression of the Fifth Commandment: “Thou 
shalt not kill.” The taking of a life shortens and terminates for 
the victim his time of grace. This crime is called the capital crime 
and is punished either by life imprisonment or the execution of 
the criminal. The subject of death penalties for first-degree mur- 
der is one that has been much debated by prominent groups and 
individuals, among them being Warden Lewis E. Lawes of Sing 
Sing, the wardens of some of our other penitentiaries, Clarence 
Darrow, and the American League to Abolish Capital Punishment. 
These hold that the death penalty does not stop crime and that the 
condemned usually are too poor to afford good legal counsel. 
They point to the fact that the educated and well-to-do generally 
are able to escape the extreme punishment. 

In the background of this long-standing debate are these facts. 
Eight States have definitely abandoned the death penalty — Mich- 
igan, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota, South 
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Dakota, Maine and Kansas. The remaining forty States have re- 
tained the death penalty, but only six of these make it mandatory. 
These are Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Mexico, New York, 
North Carolina, and Vermont. In the other States either the judge 
or the jury is allowed to decide between death and life imprison- 
ment. In nine States of the Union the death penalty is carried out 
by hanging. In twenty-two States and the District of Columbia, 
the electric chair is used. In nine States of the Union execution by 
lethal gas instead of electrocution or hanging has been adopted. 
Missouri is the latest State to turn to this form of inflicting the 
death penalty. The other States are North Carolina, Nevada, 
Arizona, Colorado, Montana, Wyoming, Oregon, and California. 
In Utah the condemned man may choose a firing squad or the 
noose. Delaware, with its two jails and one workhouse, without 
a State prison or adult reformatory for either men or women, 
inflicts capital punishment. In all capital-punishment States the 
death penalty may be inflicted for first-degree murder. In seventeen 
of these, rape also may bring the death penalty. In addition, 
in several others, arson, treason, robbery, burglary, and kid- 
naping are listed as punishable by death. So much as to punish- 
ment of first-degree murder in the various States of the Union. 


What can and should be done for the spiritual rehabilitation of 
the prisoner? We all agree that there cannot be spiritual re- 
habilitation of the prisoner unless there is sincere repentance. 
Jesus said to the man healed at the pool of Bethesda: “Sin no more, 
lest a worse thing come unto thee,” and to the penitent woman 
taken in adultery: “Go, and sin no more.” There is but one power 
to reform the prisoner: the Gospel of Jesus Christ. The infidel 
sailor, while safely in the home port, may decry and mock Chris- 
tianity; but drifting on a broken spar toward a cannibal island, 
he will earnestly hope that some Christian missionary may have 
preceded him there and proclaimed the Gospel to those man- 
eating savages. It is God’s will that the wicked should turn from 
his ways and live. The Law of God must be preached to these 
men, to bring them to a knowledge of their transgressions and sins. 
The Gospel is proclaimed to them, to assure the penitent that “Jesus 
sinners doth receive.” Experience tells us that the chapel service, 
enhanced by good music, is looked forward to by many of these 
men as the brightest and best hour during the week. 


To the public service we must add the important work of the 
personal interview. In the personal interview the prison pastor 
has one of the grandest opportunities to deal with the conscience- 
stricken and sin-burdened soul. No request for an interview 
made by a prisoner seeking spiritual ministration should ever be 
denied by the pastor. It means the salvaging of a precious soul. 





518 Spiritual Rehabilitation of the Prisoner 


There comes a time in the life of mony of these men when they 
simply must confide in some one in order not to be crushed 
under the burden of guilt and sin. This is the golden hour for 
the chaplain. If he is a well-trained, experienced pastor and 
knows how to deal with this particular class of men, he will prove 
a distinct blessing to his charge and be an instrument for good 
to any penal institution, helping the authorities of the prison in 
their discipline, so essential in the proper governance of a prison. 
In the personal interview with the inmate the initial approach is 
of the greatest importance. Much depends on the first interview. 
The prisoner should be put at ease during the interview; un- 
necessary questioning should be avoided; he must be made to 
feel that the pastor has a personal interest in his spiritual welfare. 
The interview should not be conducted in a stern official way. 
A kind word, a friendly attitude, will help the pastor in winning 
the confidence of the man who seeks spiritual advice. The prisoner 
should know that his requests for interviews are welcome, and he 
should be invited to repeat his requests. While preaching is the 
very center of all religious work in a prison, yet in the personal 
interview the pastor has the great advantage of dealing with the 
individual inmate. The results are far-reaching. The personal 
interview in numerous cases leads to the baptism and confirma- 
tion of the person. It changes the entire attitude of the man, 
corrects his misbeliefs and errors, and, with God’s help, accom- 
plishes his reformation. 

Let us quote here the Hon. John C. Maher, chairman of the 
Parole Commission of New York, speaking of the influence of 
religion in the life of a criminal: “To me it stands preeminently 
above all the police forces and all the armies that the-world has 
ever conceived. It has an influence on an individual that cannot 
be injected by a parole board, that cannot be injected by a prison, 
but can be injected by those who are experts in the art of reaching 
the inner man.” This suggestion that the aid of religion be 
definitely enlisted to help solve the problem of crime was ap- 
plauded by the assembly. To reach the inner man of a prisoner 
means to convict the sinner of his sin and then hold before his 
eyes the crucified Christ. 

Not all inmates of a penitentiary are serving a life sentence. 
There comes a time when they leave the prison, either by the 
expiration of their sentence or by way of a parole, or even a full 
pardon. What then? Am I still my brother’s keeper? Has the 
clergy and the Christian laity any obligations toward him as to 
his spiritual rehabilitation? Am I willing to be a friend to an 
ex-prisoner? It is a most critical time for a prisoner when he 
leaves the prison. It is the time when he must adjust himself 
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to a normal life. What he then needs is steady employment and 
work. “Idleness is the mother of vice” and, as a certain warden 
has said, “also the father.” It may be his misfortune to meet 
on the outside with men who have served with him in the same 
prison. If he associates with them on intimate terms, he will be 
in constant danger of being tempted and misled, especially so if he 
is unemployed, without friends, and without money. This is the 
time when he needs a friend who will encourage and strengthen him 
to “go straight,” to avoid evil associations, and to seek the com- 
panionship of God-fearing men. Let us hear what Victoria A. 
Larmons of the New York State Division of Parole has to say. 
‘IT think,” says she, “that the experience we have in our day in- 
dicates that, while it is highly desirable that something be done 
on a religious basis, practical experience shows that not much can 
be done unless the religious groups actually will become interested 
in doing something for the criminal. Judging from my personal 
experience of five years in New York City, in which we have 
dealt with now some ten or twelve thousand cases, I believe that, 
generally speaking, the individual clergymen and the laity of all 
the different groups are definitely disinterested in the criminal.” 
The person just quoted is not offering unjust criticism. It is true, 
not many are interested in the man who “has done time.” It is 
not easy to interest the average pastor or congregation in a man 
who has vacated a prison-cell. 

The charge was made against Jesus that He put up with crim- 
inals and sinners, that He even sat down to eat with them. He 
offered pardon to them. Jesus said He came “not to condemn but 
to save.” In His dying moments on the cross He offered pardon 
and salvation to a dying criminal. Thus we must be eager bearers 
of forgiving love to hopeless sinners. Jesus knew no inferior among 
those with whom He came in contact, as He could not possibly 
know any equal. Jesus pitied the unfortunate. To men about to 
stone the sinful woman already referred to He said: “Let him that 
is without sin cast the first stone at her.” And to the unhappy 
woman, after her guilty accusers had all gone, He said: “Neither 
do I condemn thee; go, and sin no more.” Jesus taught justice, 
kindness, mercy. God’s Word teaches us that every man who is in 
bodily or spiritual need is our neighbor, whether he is just or 
unjust, honest or dishonest. Nor must we think that the sympathy 
for these outcasts will degrade us. What though the law has 
penalized these men and women by depriving them of their liberty 
for a certain period! Are we a whit better than they? Indeed not. 
It is only the unmerited grace of God that has kept us from falling. 
We need the same Savior, the same pardon, the same cleansing, the 
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same robe of righteousness, as these people to make us worthy 
of the Kingdom of Glory. 


The average church-member is quick to condemn crime and 
criminals, especially after reading a front-page murder story; he 
deplores the growing flood of criminality within our borders, speaks 
about it as he reads about it, but “nobody does anything about it.” 
It is true that trying to bring the offender back to the right way 
of thinking, to lead him in the right paths, to return him to the 
Church and Christian environment, to make him God-fearing and 
a law-abiding citizen, is a most difficult, trying, and often most 
disappointing effort. Yet it also is true, many have won over the 
power of sin, and many will win. Many have failed, and will fail, 
but most of them have tried. All of which recalls the small boy 
overheard thus in his prayer: “O Lord, make me a good boy; but 
if at first you don’t succeed, try, try again.” Fortunately for 
humankind, the divine patience surpasses ours. The dying Christ 
said to a convicted, yet penitent prisoner: “This day shalt thou be 
with me in Paradise.” The Gospel is the only means for the salva- 
tion of these souls also. Let us therefore faithfully attend to our 
God-given duties and at all times bear in mind that, “where sin 
abounds, grace doth much more abound,” that, “as sin hath reigned 
unto death, even so might grace reign through righteousness unto 
eternal life by Jesus Christ, our Lord,” Rom. 5:20, 21. 

E. A. DUEMLING 
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Anfedhtung und Croft im Spaturittelalter 


/»Anfedhtung und Trojt im Spatmittelalter und bet Luther’, da3 
ijt Der Titel einer fiirglich von Lizentiat Helmut Wppel als eine der 
Secriften de3 Vereins fiir Reformationsgefdhicdte verdjfentlidten Broz 
fchiire, die wir allen Lefern unferer Beitichrift aufs warmite empfehlen 
modten.*) Yn der Hoffnung, dak mancher dadurch beivogen twerden 
modte, fich Das Vitehlein angujchaffen, geben wir hiermit einen furzen 
irberblicé itber feinen reichen Snbhalt. 

Qn der Cinleitung fchreibt der Verfaffer: ,Das Wiffen um die 
Anfedhhtung als Stic hriftlider LebenSerfahrung, das Suchen nad 
ibrem Ginn und Wert, der Rampf um ihre tiberiwindung begleitet die 
Chrijtenheit durd alle Nahrhunderte. Yn den Vordergrund aber ritdt 
Ddieje3 Erleben der Anfechtung immer dann, wenn 3u der alltaglichen 
Not de3 eingelnen die groke Not einer verfolgten Kirche, eines zer- 


*) Anfechtung und TXroft im Spatmittelalter und bei Luther. Bon Lic. 
Helmut Wppel. 140 Seiten Vert. 12 Seiten Blluftrationen. 69, brofchiert. 
Verlag: M. HeinfiuS Nachfolger, Leipzig. Preis: RM. 4.50. 
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bredenden Beitalters, eines gerrifjenen Volfe3, einer durd) Seuden und 
Hunger heimgefucten Landjdhaft fommt. 

,So ijt e3 nicht zufallig, dag die Bahl der Schriften, die fich als 
Trojt{dhriften im Mittelalter mit der Frage der Anfechtung und ihrer 
iiberwindung befajjen, feit der Mitte des 14. Jahrhundert jtarf anz 
jdhwillt und erft abebbt, als die groke Unruhe und Weltangft und die 
{dleidende Vergiweiflung der folgenden eineinhalb Yahrhunderte ploblid 
endet mit Der gewaltigen, gugleich erfdiitternden und befreienden Geijtes- 
jehlacht, die Luther fehlug als einer, der tiefer al3 wobl je ein Menjdh 
in iiber taufend Jahren abendlandijder RKirchengefdhidte — Gottjchalf 
vielleicht ausgenommen — durch die Anfechtung de3 Gotteszorn3 und 
dex Gnadentwah!l gefcdhritten tar und immer wieder hindurch mupte.“ 
(G. 3.) 

&8 ijt ein erfchittterndes Bild, das der Verfaffer in feinem Gang 
durd die Quellen vor unjern Zugen entrollt. Ymmer deutlicher und 
abjehrecender tritt uns die Theologie de3 Biweifels, die im Papfttum 
herrjdt, entgegen, und immer flarer wird uns, dab der Papft in Wahrz 
heit dex Wntichrift ijt, Der unter dDem Sdhein de8 Chriftentums die Chri- 
jten um Die ihnen von Chrijto fo teuer erfaufte Heilsgewifheit und 
frobliche Zubverjidht in guten und bdfen Tagen, im Leben und Sterben 
beraubt. 

Lic. Appel fiihrt gunadhjt eine Troftpredigt von Nifolaus von 
Stragburg (einem Zeitgenofjen Meijter Ekharts in der erjten Halfte de3 
14. Jahrhunderts) an, aus der wir folgendes zitieren: tan lieft in 
dem Heutigen Evangelium, dak unjer OErr feine lieben Freunde oft in 
Wnfehtung und Verjuchungen des Teufels fallen lakt, damit fie ihre 
Kranfheit (Mangel, Siinde) defto beffer erfennen und demiitig werden 
und Lohn verdienen. Wenn er aber fieht, dak fie in der Verfudung 
fallen wollen und obne feine Hilfe nicht jtehen mogen, fo leiht er feine 
Hand dagu und fommt ifnen gu Hilfe... . Unfer HErr lieh St. Petrus 
wohl finfen auf dem Meer, er liek ihn aber nicht ertrinfen.... Nun 
fommen fie ettoa und fpreden: © weh, HErre, mir fallen fo bije Ge- 
danfen ein, mir ift fo weh damit! Bh fpreche: Sie feien fo bofe fie 
wollen, alldietweil e3 dir Teid ift und du nicht mit deinem freien Willen 
mit Lujt dabei beharrft, jo jhadet e3 dir nicft.... Ya, HErre, e3 ift 
mir leid, bon gangem Herzen leid. Go laf fie fahren oder fommen und 
gedenfe ifrer nidt.... €8 ift genug, daB du dich ihrer twebhreft und 
dir Teid find. Wollen fie dann nicht hiren, fo laR fahren, bis du ihrer 
ledig wirft. Dak wir aller Schuld alfo ledig werden, das helfe uns 
Gott. Amen.” Won dem Siinderheiland fein Wort! 

Meifter Echart ijt der nadhfte, der gu Worte fommt, gunacdhft in 
feinem Traftat Benedictus Deus, ,,einem feiner fdlicdteften und reinften 
deutigen Werke”. Die Schrift ijt einer Frau, der RKonigin Agnes von 
Ungarn, gewidmet, geht alfo iiber den Kreis blof Hifterlider Not und 
Troftungen hinaus. ,,Allerdings wird hier nur der mbftifeh angeregte 
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Menjah angefprodjen, nicht die Maffe des Rirchenvolfes‘, nidjt der ge- 
wodhnliche Kirchendhrijt.“ (S. 10.) 

Die Trojtlehre Charts fagt Appel, wie folgt, gujammen: ,, RNeben 
Ratfdhlagen pfychologifder Art ftehen bet Cehart swei Grundgedanfen 
deS Troftes: 1. Cinsfein mit Gott bedeutet Unempfindlichfeit gegen alles 
Leiden; wer von Gott erfiillt ijt, dem fann alles Gefchaffene nichts mehr 
anhaben. 2. Recht ertragene3 Leiden wandelt fic) aus Lajt in Segen, 
e$ birgt eine Fille bon Werten fiir den, der e3 als Gabe des guten 
Gottes erfennt und tragt; e3 bringt Bewahrung, Wohlwollen Gottes, 
Nahe Gottes und Chrifti; es reinigt unfern Gehorjam, unfere Gottes- 
liebe; e3 tragt in fic) die Verheigung etwiger Freude, madht uns der 
etwigen Geligfeit wert, ijt dad ficherjte Beichen deS guten Menfden, des 
Gottesfreundes. 

/ Uber itber all diefem Reichtum der Leidensiwertung darf nicht 
iiberfehen werden, dak bier die Not der Anfechtung durch die Siinde, 
Das Heift, die fonfrete Sdhuld und die gottwidrige Haltung des Menz- 
fen, nur eben geftreift wird. (Die eingige Crwahnung der Siinde ge- 
fchieht hypothetifd und nebenbei! Die falfde Hinneigung des Menjfdjen 
gur Kreatur wird mehr als Not denn als Schuld gejehen.) Und e3 
bleibt die andere Frage, ob da ,einig ein‘, das [euchtende Biel der Leid- 
fofen Gotteinung, migliche Wirklichfeit ijt fiir einen Menfdhen — oder 
nur Spefulation. Und e3 bleibt endlich die Frage, ob e3 den ,guten‘ 
Menjchen, dem allein, aud im Stande der Unvollfommenheit, das Leiden 
gum Gegen twird, wirflid gibt.“ (G6. 13. 14.) 

Wudh der Kreis, an den fich der nacdhjte Trojtfdhriftiteller, Geinrid 
Seuje oder Sufo, 1295—1366, twenbdet, ijt berhaltnismafig flein. Cr 
umfakt nur die ernjten ,Gotte3freunde‘; ja auch die Nite, von denen die 
Rede ijt, find ausgefprocdjen die Mote des ernjten Diingers Chrifti.” 
(S.14.) Bm Gegenfab gu Echart erfennt er den Born Gottes und das 
Verdienjt Chrijti an. Die Betradtung diefes Lcidens nimmt bei Seuje 
eine twichtige Stellung ein. Dit fie doch ,,jo wertvoll, fo verdienjtlicd, dak 
fie aud ohne andadhtige Herzensitimmung als Tugend gu redhnen ijt und 
gur Minderung der Sitndenjftrafe hilft”. Die Aneignung der Verdienjte 
Chrijti ,gefdhieht nach beftimmter Regel: 1. Denfe an die Gripe und 
Menge deiner Giinden; 2. bernichte die cigenen Befjerungsiwerfe; 
3. wage e3 auf die ,besserunge‘, die Genugtuung Chrijti: ein Tropf- 
fein feine3 Blutes wiegt die Siinde bon taujend Welten auf — und jeder 
Menfch macht davon jo viel fiir fich wirfjam, wie er mitleidet und darin 
dem HErrn fich angleicht.... Da ijt der Schab der Leiden Chrifti fiir 
ung bereit — von un3 haben twir feine nennenSwerten BVerdienjte —, 
und wir fonnen ifn unmittelbar fiir un wirffam machen (abfeits vom 
Wblaginftitut der Kirche); aber twieviel von diefem Shak fiir uns wirf- 
fam twird, da3 Gangt ab bon der Wndacht und Tiefe unfers Mitleiden3.” 
(GS. 16. 17.) 

Da feine Troftfdriften von Johannes Tauler iiberliefert find, zeigt 
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der Verfajfer aus zwei Predigten, was Tauler iiber Wnfedhtung Lebrt. 
Luther riihmt ja des Hfteren Taulers Predigten; dod) macht Appel darauf 
aujmerffam, dag Luther Tauler erjt fennenlernte, ,,als fein reforma- 
torifdher Durdhbrud fdon vollgogen war’. (S.106.) Luther Tieft 
dabei aus Tauler eben das heraus, was er vorher an Erfenntni3 durd 
Auguftin und vor allem Paulus direft gewann.” (CG. 107.) 

Nach einer gujammenjaffenden Darjtellung der Trojtlehre der deutz 
fchen Myftif geht der Verfaffer auf die Trojtbiidher der fpateren Scholaftif 
iiber. Cr zeigt aus Yohann von Dambachs NRiejentverf Consolatio 
Theologiae mit feinen 286 Blattern Folio, lateinijch gefdrieben, aus 
Sohanne3 Gerjons Consolatio Theologiae und atvei fleineren Sdjriften, 
aus Sohannes Miders Consolatorium Timoratae Conscientiae, Trojt- 
fhrift fiir cin erfdhrocdenes Gewwiffen, die Trojtlehre der Spat{cholaftif, 
die er Dann G.51 bis 57 in einem itberblic trefflich zujammenfaft. 
Bunadjt zeigt er, wie die Spatjdolajtif das Wefen der WAnfechtung auf- 
qefapt hat als ,Bedrohung des menfdliden Lebens iiberhaupt, fet eS 
durch Ungliicf und Leid, jei eS Durd die Locfung der Siinde, fei e3 jchlieb- 
lich Durch die Angft deS Gewifjens und feine Biweifel”. (S.51.) itber 
den Wert der Wnfechtung lefen wir: ,,Cinmal betwirkt die Anfechtung — 
fomme fie nun als Ungliicf und Leid, alS Sitndenlocung oder als Biweifel 
und Gerichtsangjt — Tugendwachstum und innere Lduterung. . 
Neben diejen Friidten de3 Leidens und Kampfens, dem Wachstum der 
Tugenden, vor allem der Demut, die bei Gott twohlgefallig macht, jteht 
die Verdienjtlidhfeit und der Ruhm de3 DQulden3 und Streitens felbjt; 
nidt nur Leidensfrucht und RKRampfesfieg bringt Heil, auch der Schmerg 
und die Not der Anfechtung felbjt bringt Lohn und Gnade von Gott... . 
Noch Hoher ijt der Preis! Cr erjchopft fich nicht in Gottes Lob und Zuz 
fiinftigem Lohn: Chrijtus, ja Gott felbjt fteht bet uns, leidet mit uns; 
und andererfeits twerden wir dDurd unfjer Leiden und KRampfen Chrijto 
gleidfirmig (conformitas Christi), ifm ahnlidh.” (6.54.) Ya, Ane 
fechtung ijt ein Zeichen gottlicjen Wobhlgefallens, cin Beicen der Crz 
wahlung gum Heil, ein Unterpfand der himmlifden Herrlicfeit. (S.55.) 

Doh find auch diefe Wirfungen der Anfedtungen durch das Tun 
deS Menfejen bedingt. Biwar ftellt Gott und die RKirde feine unerfiill- 
baren Forderungen; givar iiberfteigt Gottes Gite bei tweitem feine Ge- 
rechtigfeit; gwar tritt dagu das Beifpiel, das Verdienjt, der Beiftand 
Chrifti, aud Beifpiel, Beijtand und Fiirbitte der Gottesmutter und aller 
Engel, Heiligen und Befenner. Dennod haben alle diejfe Angebote und 
Gaben gottlidher Hilfe ihre Vorausfebung im redten Verhalten de3 
Menfcen. ,,Cr hat, nacddem ihm redte Erfenntnis feiner Lage ge- 
worden ift — die Trojtbiider wollen ja dagu verhelfen —, fich im Kampf 
gu betwahren, hat gu tun, foviel er fann.... Crft entjcdlofjene Whfehr 
bon der Giinde ermdglicht den Cinjabk gottlider Hilfe aus ihr; erjt ent- 
fcjlofjenes Fragen deS Leidens fiihrt gum Mittragen Gottes; nur die 
Vermeidung der volligen Vergweiflung fiihrt am Un-Heil vorbei, das 
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aus dem vom Teufel getwirften Sfrupel eriwadjen fann. Aber dem 
Strebenden apt e3 Gott gelingen. Und wie Gottes Gefes erfiillbar ijt 
fiir Den normalen, verniinftigen Menfden, wenn er nur twill, fo ijt aud 
der Kampf mit dem Teufel fiegreich gu beenden. Cr fann ja niemand 
givingen (cogere non potest); iwenn wir uns beharrlich weigern, fann 
uns der boje Feind feinen entjcheidenden Sdaden tun. Und twehren 
wir uns nur mit Entfdlofjenheit, fo ijt Gottes Beiftand nicht fern! 
So ijt Kampf und Sieg moglich, ja leicht. Endlich ijt auch der Rampf 
mit der Welt nicht unertraglich jchwer; denn, bei Licht befehen, find die 
Giiter, um die eS da geht, Scheingiiter und das irdifde Gliic nur 
Scheinglic, triigerifd, verganglich: jo ijt folder Verluft fein fchwerer 
Schade!” (S.55.56.) Weld jammerlider Trojt! Welch elender 
Gandgrund! Wie wird da alle und jede Gewipheit des Heils fyjte- 
matijd untergraben und die Theologie de3 Biweifels unter dem Vorz- 
wand de$ Trojtes in Herz und Geiwiffen gepflangt! Das wird nur um 
fo dDeutlider, wenn twir jeblieklich noch auf die Taftif des WAnfechtungs- 
fampfe3 acten, die gerade in den Troftfdriften der Spatfdolaftif ein- 
gebend behandelt wird. Drei Punfte hebt der Verjajjer hervor: ein- 
mal die Flucht unter die Wutoritat der firdliden Lehre und Ordnung, 
auch gegen die eigene Geivijfensiibergeugung; fodann den Ddreifacen 
Weg des Ausweidens vor der Gefahr der Anjfechtung (Weltflucht, 
Meidung verantiwortungsvoller Wmter), des MiRtrauens gegen 
alleS Uuperordentlice im geijtliden Leben, des entfchlojjenen Rampfes 
(Usfefe); endlich drittens, dak man gegen jede Verjuchung durch itber- 
betonung einer Geite de3 Lebens oder Glaubensftandes die andere Seite 
recht in Licht ritcét, 3. B. gegen Vergweiflung die Hoffnung. (S. 56. 57.) 

Nachdem Appel dann noch furz den Trojt der Imitatio Christi darz 
gelegt Hat, geht er gum nachjten Rapitel iiber, ,,TodeSanfedhtung und 
Sterbetrojt”. Da lefen wir gu Anfang: ,Das Spatmittelalter ijt nidt 
nur die Zeit, in der ich Durch Note aller Art die Sehnjucht nach Trojt der 
Menjehen und Volfer bejonders ftarf bemadhtigt; eS ijt auch die Beit, in 
der die Tebte Not, Der Tod, geradegu alle LebenSauerungen bebherrjddt, 
fei e3, DaB man fein ganges Leben auf ein gute3 Sterben ridjtet, jet e3, 
dak man in der Flucht vor dem Sterben das Leben defto jtarfer und 
wilder geniefen twill. 

»Rihts ijt gewiffer als der Tod, nichts ijt ungewiffer als die 
Todesjtunde! Diefe Wahrheit gibt der gangen Beit ihr Geprage. Sie 
wirft fich aus in der bildenden Kunijt, in der Darftellungen von Toten 
und deS Todes jelber jich mehren, am eindriiclichjten wohl in den Toten- 
tangen, die in Rirden, an Beinhaufern und Friedhofsmauern und 
anbder8ivo entitehen. Gie twirft fich aus in den Spielen bom Tod, oft 
aud) alS TodeStange gejtaltet, die, wie die bildliden Darjtellungen, 
miglidjt frak, betougt aufriittelnd, getwollt graujam die Wirklidfeit des 
Todes, bejonders de3 unfeligen Tode3, dem die etwige Hillenqual folgt, 
por Augen fiihren. Und diefe Wahrheit vom Tod und die damit ver- 





Anfedhtung und Troft im Spatmittelalter 525 


bundene Mahnung ,Memento mori!‘ fpridjt uns an in den mahnenden 
iedern (,Media in vita . . .‘), Den Mahniworten und -fpriiden (,Mors 
peccatorum pessima‘ u. a.) und in den Traftaten und Viidlein, die fid 
mahnend, warnend, belehrend und trojtend mit Tod und Todesnot be- 
fajfen, fei e3 in Form eines Gejprachs des Menfdjen mit feiner Seele, 
mit Dem Tod felbft (wie im ,AWeermann‘), fei e3 in Form feelforgerliden 
Qufpruds und Unterricht3 iber den rechten Kampf mit dem Tod und 
den mit ihm verbundenen Anfedhtungen. 

/ it diefen Traftaten und Bichlein haben wir e3 im folgenden 
zu tun. Dabei find auch eingubegiehen die Rapitel itber das Sterben, 
die fich in den bereits ertvahnten Trojtbitchern finden; einen breiteren 
Raum aber twerden einnehmen die felbjtandigen Sterbebiidlein, die 
meijt unter Dem Namen ,Ars moriendi‘, Sterbefunjt, iren Weg in nob 
weitere Volfsfreife gemacht haben, alZ das bei den meijt umfanglicderen 
Troftbiihern und -fchriften gemeinhin der Fall war.“ (CS. 63.) 

» Die felbftandigen Sterbebiichlein, denen wir un3 nun Zutvenden, 
gehen fachlic) und der Form nach im wefentliden auf drei Grundformen 
guriic. 3 find DieS: 1. die jogenannten ,Wnfelmfden Fragen‘, 2. die 
Sterbefunjt (,Ars moriendi‘) Gerfon3 (in deffen Opusculum Tripar- 
titum), 3. die Sterbefunft der fiinf Wnfechtungen (,Editio princeps‘, 
3. 3. in London).“ (CS. 67.) 

Wir geben die Anjelmfchen Fragen in doppelter Form in der alter- 
tiimlichen Schreibiweije twieder: 

» rah dem ,Shabbehalter’, Nitrnberg, 1491, bet 2. Koberger: 
».,freust du dich, das du in dem hail. christen glauben 
stirbst? — Er sol antworten: Ja, ich freue mich sein. 1) 
,»,»Vergichst oder bekennst du, das du nit gelebt hast als du 
solltest gelebt haben? Ja, ich bekenn es. 2) 

»»xkeut es dich? Ja. 3) 

,», »Hastu willen dich zu bessern, ob du lenger leben soll- 
test? Ja. 4) 

,,,Glaubst du auch, dass unser her ihesus christus, des 
lebendigen gotes sun, fiir dich gestorben ist? Ich glaub es. 5) 

» »ankst du im? Ich dank im. 6) 

,,,Glaubst du das du sunst nit magst behalten werden 
den durch seinen Tod? Ich glaubs.‘” (alf, S. 39 f.) 7) 

Aus dem Hortulus Animae, Strapburg, 1509, bet Johann Knob- 
fauch, 230 SIl., die Sterbefunft ab ,L. VIL: 

, tliche frag so man eym sterbenden vnd hienzyehenden 
menschen thun sol. 

»,,1n dise weysz vnd der gleychen sol ein dotsiecher mensch 
gefraget werden. Wnd darauff sol er auch antwurten gern vnd 
dapferlichen so best er mag: vnd Ja sprechen. 

»,2um ersten werde er gefraget, ob er sich froeuwe: das 
er in rechtem glauben verscheiden werd. 1) 
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»,2um andern mal: Ob er warlichen bekenn: dz er nit 
also cristelichen vnd erberlichen nach dem willen gotts gelebt 


hab: als er alle zeyt billichen gethon solt haben. 2) 
»,,2um dritten ob ym alle seyn siind grosz vnd kleyn, wie 
sie got erkenne, ausz grund seynes hertzen leyd seynt. 3) 


,,,2um vierden: wer es das der almechtig got ym seyn 
leben fristen vnd erlengeren wiird: ob er alsdann sich gentz- 
lichen vnd on hyndernisz besseren woelte. 4) 

, Zum fiinften, ob er festigklich glaub: das vnser lieber 
Herr Cristus Jhesus warer gott vnd mensch vmb seynen willen 
yn von dem ewigen tod zu erlésen, gecreutziget vnnd gestor- 


ben sey. 5) 
,,,2um sechszten. Ob er doch got: des vnd and’ vnzalichen 
vill guttaten danckbar sey. 6) 


»,,2um sybenden, ob er vn vngezweyfelt glaube, das er nitt 
ewigklichen behalten vnd selig werden még: dann durch das 
bitter leyden vnd sterben Jhesu Christi. 7) 

»,»4r sol auch gefragt werden ob er vnrechtiirtig gut vill 
oder wenig besitz. .. .“ (Sajaf, S. 368 f.)“ (CG. 68. 69.) 

Diejen Fragen folgt die ,Groge Ermahnung’: ,,(AWnjdhliekend an 
Wntwort 7:) 

Ly so setz alle dein zuversicht (die weil dein sel in dir ist) 

allain in disen tod und in kain ander ding habst du hoffnung. 
In disen tod send dich gantz und gar, mit disem tod bedeck dich 
gantz. In disen tod wickel dich, und ob dich got der herr rich- 
ten oder urtailen will, so sprich: herr, den tod unsres heren iesu 
christi deines suns wiirff ich zwischen mich und dein urtail, 
sunst sprech ich nit mit dir. Spricht er, du habst verdient, das 
du verdampt solt werden, so sprich: Herr, den tod unsers herrn 
ihesu cristi wiirff ich zwischen mich und mein verwiirckung, 
und sein verdienst fiir das verdienen das ich solt haben und 
hab es nit. Sprich aber (nocjmal8), herr, den tod unseres 
herren ih. cr. setz ich zwischen mich und deinen zorn; darnach 
sprich zum dritten mal: herr in dein hendt emphil ich meinen 
gaist.‘ “ (G. 69. 70.) 

» Die Groge Ermahnung ijt eins der grdften und tiefften Stiicfe in 
den Sterbebiidern. Die Setonung der Rettung allein bei Chrijtus ohne 
alles eigene Verdienft ijt wohl nirgends im Sterbebud-, ja im gefamten 
Troftidrifttum flarer, jtarfer, jehlidter als an unferer Stelle.” (S. 71.) 

Gerfons Troftlehre fagt er, tie folgt, gufammen: ,,€r trojtet mit 
dem Hintweis auf die gdttlide Vorfehung, dic fiihnende Kraft des Todes- 
leidenS, die Barmberzigfeit Gottes und Chrijti und aller Engel und 
GHeiligen, vor allem der ,GotteSmutter‘; er mahnt gu Geduld, Aus- 
ridtung der Seele auf Gott allein, Bereitjdhaft zur Buge in Neue, 
Veidhte und Genugtuung, 3u Gebet und Saframent. Widhtig ijt ihm 
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endlich die Hilfe eines treuen Freundes, der alles wegfdheucht, twas die 
redhte BVorbereitung ftdren fann, alles herangieht, twas fie fordert.“ 
(G. 75.) 

&8 folgt nun eine iiberaus interejfante und lehrreiche Befchreibung 
der ,,Ars moriendi Der fiinf Anfedhtungen”. Die elf Holsfchnitte der 
erjten Wusgabe, ca. 1450—1460 angufegen, find unjerm Buche ange- 
beftet und jind allein den Preis des Buches wert. CSeite 75—104 
werden dann berfchiedene andere Wusgaben der ,,Sterbefunjt” bejproden 
und der Troft diefer Viider gujammengefaft. 

Sm giveiten Teil feiner Schrift behandelt Appel den Cinflup der 
Unfechtungslehre der jpatmittelalterliden Trojt- und Sterbebiidher auf 
Luthers Anfechtungserfahrung und Anfechtungstrojt. Wir lejen von 
Staupib: ,Diejer fromme, tiefe Theologe und Geeljorger . . . war 
und blieb der fatholifde Menjch, der Luther im Lebten nicht begriff, 
nod weniger ihn zur reformatorijden Cntdeckung Hinfiihren fonnte.“ 
(S. 108.) ,,Mach dem oben feftgeftellten Tatbejtand verleugnet die 
,Ars moriendi‘ praftijd fiir die Sterbejtunde die Lehre vom meritum 
und ftiibt fic) allein auf Gottes Gnade. Das bedeutet fein Aufgeben 
diefer Lehre fiir das jonjtige Leben, feine ent{chiedene Wbfehr bom ,facere 
quod in se est‘, von der Teilung de3 AnteilSs am Heilsiwerkf giwijchen 
Gott und Menfdh (vgl. Scheel, II, 268, zur ,Admonitio‘); aber e3 wird 
doch in jenem lebten, entfdeidenden Wugenblice nicht darauf geblictt, 
fondern allein auf Chrijti Genugtuung und Verdienft, auf den Chrijtus 
fiir un3. Quther felbjt hat das gefehen und nicht geaiveifelt, dap bier 
unter Dem Papfttunt rechtes hrijtlides Sterben geivefen ji, wo man 
am eigenen heiligen Leben und den guten Werfen vergtweifelte und auf 
den vorgehaltenen Chrijtus blicfte. Wllerdings, diefeS Loslafjen der 
Verdienjtlehre fiir den Wugenblicf de3 Sterbens gab feine Moglichfeit 
zur Reform der Lehre felbjt; es liegt hier vielmehr in der ,Ars moriendi‘ 
ettvas bor, was man al ein Herausjpringen aus den Gleijen fenn- 
3zeicjnen fann, nicht aber ein Fahren auf neuen Gleijen. Daraus er- 
hellt, dag auch Hier nicht Schiilerjchaft, fondern Wegbegleitung fiir 
Luther gu finden ijt, fotweit e3 fic um Lebtes handelt, mahrend an den 
iibrigen Punften Luther twirflich bet der ,Ars moriendi‘ in die Schule 
gegangen ijt, mag er nun eingelne Schriften unferer Gruppe gefannt 
haben oder ihrem Gedanfen- und BVildgut anderswie begegnet fein.“ 
(S. 118. 114.) 

Wuf Seite 117 hatte nach den beigegebenen Bitaten 5. 6. die bon 
Luther fchon in feinem Sermon bon der Vetracdhtung de3 Heiligen Leidens 
Chrijtt fo flar ausgedritcte Lehre von der jtellvertretenden Genugtuung 
flarer und fcharfer zum Wusdruck gebracht twerden follen, als e3 im Tert 
gejchieht. Trefflich ijt des Verfaffers Wusfirhrung auf Seite 120: ,,Die 
Grundjtimmung der Tessaradekas: Danfbarfeit, Freude und Sieges- 
gewifheit, fteht in feharjem Gegenfab zum Klageton und der miiden 
Stimmung der alten Trojtbiicher, tro’ aller Yenfeitsverflarung. Wber 
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auch methodifd jtellt Luther das Alte gradezgu auf den Kopf, wenn er 
hier und fonjt an Stelle vieler Wutoritaten die Geilige Schrift faft allein 
gur Geltung bringt, und wenn bei ifm — gerade in der Tessaradekas 
— an Gtelle der Fiille der Trojtgriinde (Verdienjtlidfeit des Kampfens 
und Leidens, Jtuhm des Sieges, Fiirbitte der himmlifden Heerjdaren, 
befondere Heiligfeit der befonders fdwer Wngefochtenen ufiv.) cin 
eingiger Trojtgrund tritt: die Betrachtung der Giite Gottes, die unjer 
ganges Leben durdgieht und ihren Gipfel hat in Kreuz und Auferjtehung 
Chrifti. — Diefer [ebtgenannte Unterfdied amwifden den alten Trojt- 
biihern und der Tessaradekas ijt bei ifr allein jo fcharf; die beiden 
Sermone, die wir hier noch betradten, haben wenigitens Wnflange an 
das Alte und eingelne, fiir Luther unanjtipige Stiicde aus ihrem Trojt- 
inhalt (f. dort).“ 

Man fchaffe fish das Viichlein an, und man wird das Papjttum als 
das 2 Thejj. 2 geweisfagte Geheimnis der Bosheit um fo beffer erfennen 
und bon gangem Herzen Gott danfen, daB er uns durch das Cvangelium 
PKauli und Luthers berufen hat zum herrlicden Cigentum unfers, HErrn 
SEju Chrijti. Mioge er uns auch ferner in feinem ewigen Trojt und der 
guten Hoffnung durd Gnade erhalten! Th. Lati a 
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Vierter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 5, 7—12 
Was ijt vor Gott cin gute Werk? (Syn.-Kat., Frage 180.) Matth. 
19,27; 20,12.13. Die Schrift verbietet un3 die Lohnfucht. Sie lehrt 
aber, dag die guten Werfe der Chrijten nidt unbelohnt bleiben. 


Der Lohn der guten Werke 


1. Cin groper und gemwijffer Gnadenlohn 
2. Den Glaubigen gu ihrem Trojt berheifen 


1 

A. Der Vohn. 1. Er ijt grok. Cr befteht vornehmlid in geift- 
iden und bimmlijfden Giitern. a. Barmberzgigfeit, die wir doch fo 
notig haben, da wir un gegen Gott und Menjdjen verjiindigen. b. Das 
SGauen Gotte3, hier in feinen Werfen und Wegen und vornehmlich in 
der Schrift, dort von Angeficht gu Wngeficht. c. Die Ehre der WAner- 
fennung alS Gottes Rinder von feiten Gottes und von feiten der Mit- 
driften. d. Befiz des Himmelreidh3 nebjt dem befonderen Lohn der 
GHerrlicdfeit, die an uns foll offenbart werden. Rann man die Grofe 
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und den Wert diefes Lohnes abjdaben, zur Geniige ausmalen in feiner 
pollen Pracht und Wiirde ? 

2. Er ijt qewif. Weil vornehmlicd ein geijtlider Lohn und teil- 
weife Zufiinftig, ijt er nicht immer offenbar, fondern nod vielfach ver 
borgen und Ieider manchmal Gegenjtand des Bincifels im Gergen des 
Chrijten, Pj. 73, 13.14, ja von den Unglaubigen als fabelhajt ver- 
worfen. Wher der Lohn wird von Chrijto verheifen, aufbewahrt und zu 
feiner Zeit den Glaubigen ausbegzahlt, Pj. 33, 4. 

3. SEjus preift alle, denen diefer Lohn verheifen ijt, gliiclid). Xm 
Siingjten Tage wird e3 offenbar, daw er dic, welche wahrhajt qute Werke 
getan haben, itber Bitten und Verjtehen belohnen wird. 


B. Gnadenlohn. Dak c3 ein Gnadenlohn ijt, erfennen wir 
1. wiederum aus den Begeichnungen de3 Lohnes jelbjt, der fchon in 
Chrijto und nur um Chrijti twillen gegeben ijt. Der Begriff von Barm- 
hergigfeit fdlieBt ja fchon alles Verdienft aus, und fo ift auch das Gott- 
f§jauen, die Anerfennung de3 Kindesverhaltniffes, das Himmelreish gang 
von Chrijti Verdienft abbangig und un in ihm fchon gefdenft; 2. aus 
der Begzeichnung felig (makarioi, nicht sesosmenoi), die FEfus anz 
wwendet auf die, welche Hier auf Crden in der tagliden Heiligung tatig 
find; 3. aus den Begeichnungen derer, die den Lohn empfangen. CS 
find Bezeichnungen, die nur auf die paffen, die im Gnaden jtand find, 
die gzubor aus Gnaden durch die Gnadenmittel das Gnadentwerf der 
Befehrung von Gott empfangen haben, ohne cigene Werke gerettet find, 
Eph. 2,8—10. Darum befennen wir auch 3. B. in der Veidte, dak wir 
,durcdy Beiftand deS Geiligen Geiftes unfer Leben” bejjern twollen. Und 
NEfus fagt: Yoh. 15,5; 4. aus der Tatfache, dah twir Gott und den 
Menfchen alle guten Werke jchuldig find ohne Lohn. 

Die armen, tugendjtolzen Weltmenfden und verblendeten Logen! 
Selbjt beim fcharfiten Blic fann Gott fein eigentlich qutes Werk, das 
NEfus im Terte nennt, an ihnen entdecken. Cie twerden nicht einen bon 
ihnen getwiinfdten Lohn, gefdhiweige den Gnadenlohn, fondern fiir ihre 
Unterlaffung3- und Begehungsfiinden den geredten Lohn der Strafe 
bon Gott empfangen. 

2 

A. Den Glaubigen verheifen. Chen nur die Barmberzgigen, die 
reinen Herzen, die Frieden madden, die um ChHrijti willen Verfolgten, 
werden bon YEfu als Empfanger de3 Lohnes genannt. Alle diefe Be- 
geichnungen pafjen nur auf die toahren Chriften, auf die, welde am 
Viingften Tage gur Rechten Chrijti ftehen werden. Dadfelbe erfennt 
man an der Art de3 Lohnes; denn nur die Glaubigen fommen in den 
Himmel, werden al8 Gottes Kinder anerfannt ujiv. 

B. Zum Troft. Wie viele quten Werke warten gleicdhjam darauf, 
dak wir fie tun! Bu Saufe die Eheleute gegenfeitig, Eltern und Kinder 
gegenfeitig; im Umgang mit den Mitbiirgern und dem Staate gegen- 

34 


CART TW: Ar erertnEr- oe - 





530 Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Thomafius-Cvangelienperifopen 


liber; im Gnadenreich an den Miitehrijten, an der Gemeinde, in unferer 
Verbindung mit Schivejtergemeinden zur Erhaltung und Uusbreitung 
der reinen Lehre und zum Wohl der Heiden, Gal. 6,9.10. Und fommt 
Verfolgung hingu, Verlujt der Giiter, Trennung von Familie und 
ereund, fdeint’s dann fchier gu viel ertvartet? Mit feiner Gelig- 
preijung und BVerheigung de3 Gnadenlohns trojtet und ermuntert uns 
unfer gnadiger Seiland. (GS. Luther zu Itdm. 8,18, St. L. XII, 717 ff.) 
SHlup: Lied 277, 10. 11. G6. . Smufal 


Fiinfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 7, 24—29 
Hier ijt der Schluf der VBergpredigt. itber den Cindruct berichtet 
B.28f. Warum ijt diefe Predigt jo getwaltig, fo erfchiitternd? Weil 
fie in beftimmten Worten ein laues, weltfirmiges Chrijtentum als dem 
Willen Gottes gutvider jtraft und dem Heuchler und Scheinchrijten die 
Maste abreipt. Wie fehr wir gerade in unferer Beit de3 rafend jchnell 
iiberhandnehmenden Weltivefen3 und der Gleichgiiltigfeit in Fragen der 
Moral dieje Predigt nodtig haben, jollte jedem von uns flar fein. 
Der Schlugk der Bergpredigt fdlagt denjelben Ton an. Wir 
haben hier 
Die Ermahnung, d08 Wort Gottes nicht blof auferlis, ohne 
Veherzigung feiner Lehren, gu Hiren 
1. Das Hobren, das die innerlidhe Annahme und 
Das Befolgen der gittlidhen Lehre in fig 
flieRt, bringt wahres Heil 
2.9a8 blop auberlidhe Hiren hingegen endet 
mit dDeS Menjden Verderben 


1 

SEjus legt feine Lehre in einem pacfenden Vergleich dar. Bor ihm 
ftanden viele Bubdrer. We Wugen waren auf ihn gerichtet; alle hirten 
feine Worte. C3 mag aber iwobhl der Fall gewejen fein, dak cin groper 
Unterfdied siwijden ibnen bejtand und da viele gubdrten, ohne die 
Worte in fich aufgunehmen, fie als gottlich anguerfennen, dafiir danfbar 
gu fein und ihnen Gehorfam zu geloben. Diefer Unterfchied bejteht 
jebt noch. 

Wer mit innerlicher Annahme und anjrictigem Gehorjant hort, 
ijt gleich einem Menfchen, der fein Haus auf einen Felfen baut. Wie 
pajjend ift das Bild: Felt fteht ein jolches Haus, wenn die CStiirme 
braufen und die Wajferfluten daherranujden! 

SGEju Worte tveijen darauf hin, wie twidhtig das Wort Gottes fiir 
unfer Geelenbeil ijt. © ijt in Der Tat cin Gnadenmittel. Bal. Rom. 
1,16. Goll aber das Wort uns helfen, fo muy eS recht gehort werden. 
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Wer 3, wenn er e3 hort, glaubig annimmmt, hat Vergebung feiner Siinz 
den, Die ihm in diecfem Wort dargereidht wird. Cr lernt ferner, twie er 
Gott recht dienen fann. Sndem er das Wort immer wieder hort, wird 
der Glaube in ihm gejtarft, er macht in feinem Chriftentum. 

Die Stiirme der Anfechtung werden fommen, Tribfale werden iiber 
ifn hereinbreden, und j{chlieplich flopjt der Tod bet ihm an. Der rechte 
Hirer jedoch jteht auf einem Felfen. Durch das Wort iiberwindet er. 
Nit unfer Horen diejer Wrt? 

9 

Gang anders verhalt eS ficdh mit Dem Horer, der das Wort nur mit 
den Obren vernimmt. Wabhrend givijden ihm und dem andern zunadjt 
fein Unterjchied mahrnehmbar ijt, wenn fie im Gottesdienjt jind; mah- 
rend heide auf derfelben Banf fiben, beider Wugen auf den Prediger 
gerichtet find und bet beiden fich fheinbar diejelbe Wufmerffamfécit findet, 
ijt Doch cine tiefe Riuft awijcden ihnen. Wer das Wort Gottes nicht gu 
feinem inneren Gigentum macht und e3 befolgt, ijt gleich einem Mann, 
der fein Haus auf Sand baut. 

Gin auf diefe Weife qebautes Gaus mag auperlich feft und jtarf 
ausjehen. Wber wenn die Fluten fich einjtellen, wird der Unterjchied 
aiwifehen diefem Haus und einem auf den Felfen gebauten offenbar. 
Das auf den Sand gebaute Haus fallt zufammen. Go ijt e3 mit dem 
das Wort nicht befolgenden OHorer. Den feindliden Machten, die auf 
die Seele cinjtiirmen, fallt er fofort zur Beute; eS find dies Unglaube, 
Aberglaube, allerlet Siindendienjt, Biveifel uj. Wenn er den Glauben 
iiberhaupt in fich hatte, fo wird die? Kleinod ihm j{chnell geraubt. 

Troften wir uns doch ja nicht mit dem Gedanfen, dak wir regel- 
maig augerlich in der Kirche find und das Wort anhoren! Nur das 
reste Hiren fann uns helfen. Val. Luf. 11, 28. W. Wrndt 


Sedhiter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 


Matth. 19, 16—26 

Wir Chriften haben e3 alle Tage mit dem Geld zu tun. Geld und 
Gut gehort mit gum tagliden Brot. BVerachtung de3 Geldes fann fiimd- 
lid fein. Nicht arbeiten twollen und die Seinen nicht verjorgen ijt gegen 
Gottes Gebot, 2 Thefjf.3,10; 1 Tim.5,8. CSparen lehrt uns des 
$Errn Gebot, Joh. 6,12; Spr. 13,11. Geld ift auch nitig im Reich 
Gottes, Phil. 4, 15 ff., und gum CEriveis der Nachftenliebe, 1 Tim. 
6,17 ff.; 2Ror.8 und 9. G8 ift daher unumganglicd, daB wir uns gar 
oft und ernftlich mit Geldjfaden befdhaftigen. 

Gerade darum ift e3 aber auch unbedingt ndtig, dak wir un3 immer 
wieder fagen laffen, wie gefahrlich das Geld uns Chriften werden fann. 
Wir wollen heute nicht an die denfen, die draugen find, fondern uns 
geigen laffen, 
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Dak das Geld gerade uns Chrijten fehr gefaihrlid) werden fann 
1.%ud wir Chrijten fonnen der Geldliebe er- 
fliegen 

2. Diefe Geldliebe ijt feelenvberderblid 

1 

Die Schrift fagt: Eph. 5,5. Wie jtellen wir uns gewohnlich einen 
folcjen Geigzigen vor? Cr lebt nur fiir das Geld, darbt felbjt und lapt 
die Seinen hungern, betriigt und bejtiehlt feine Mitmenfden und fennt 
fein Mitleid. Wber das jind nicht die ecingigen Menjdjen, die Dem Mam- 
mon 3um Opfer fallen. 

Was fiir ein Mann ijt e3 aber, der nach unjerm Tert der Geldliebe 
erliegt? Tro feiner Qugend ein Oberjter, Luf. 18,18, wohl der Synaz 
goge, ein Mann, der die Religion nicht verachtete. Die Frage nach der 
GSeligfeit fag ifm am Herzen. Cr war bemiiht, nach den Geboten Gottes 
gu leben. Dies war nicht nur auferlicer Schein; der HCrr liebte ifn, 
Marf. 10, 21, und lud ibn ein, ihm nachgufolgen, fein Singer zu werden. 
Trok alledem twwurde das Geld ein Falljtrict fiir ihn. 

Dieje Gefchicte joll uns zur Warnung dienen. Und damit wir 
nicht denfen, wir ftiinden nicht in Gefabhr, fiigt der HErr dic ernjten 
Worte hingu: V.23—26. Priifen wir un3! Wie leicht wird uns das 
Geld zur Hauptiadhe! Wenn Gott uns eine groke Summe verlieren 
lagt, meinen twir nicht oft, wir Hatten einen unerfebliden Berlufjt er- 
litten? Murren wir nicht leicht, wenn der HErr eine Gabe fiir fice und 


fein Reich verlangt? Ya, wenn twir nicht der Geldliebe verfallen, ijt e3 
ein Wunder der gittliden Wimadht und Gnade. 


9 

Die Gefahr ijt um fo groper, weil die Geldliebe oft gar nicht als 
etivas Schlimmes, ja wohl gar als etwas Tugendhaftes erfdeint. Uber 
unfjer Tert zeigt un3, tie feelenverderblich fie ijt. 

Aus Geldliebe wird der Yingling ungehorfam gegen cin flares 
Gebot feines Gottes. Geradejfo geht e3 auch heute. Geiz ijt eine 
Wrurzgel alles tbelS. Gott fagt 3.B.: Gebt fiir das Reich Gottes nah 
Vermogen, helft den Wrmen, litgt und betriigt nicht ujw. Der GeiZ3 
verleitet un$ aber, dicfe Befehle Gottes gu mifadten. Wie fann aber 
der Glaube dabei bejtehen? 

Der HErr ud den Diingling ein, hm nachgufolgen und fein Dinger 
gu twerden. Das Geld ijt ihm aber Lieber als fein Heiland. Leicht fann 
Die Geldliebe auch uns verblenden, fo dak tvir unfer Geclenheil dem 
Mammon opfern. Getvinn geht vor Gottesdienjt; im Gotteshaus 
DdDenfen tir twahrend der Predigt an Gefdhafte. Denfen wir an Judas! 

Daf twir doch den Ernjt der Lage recht im Auge behalten! Dap 
wir taglich itber unfer Herz twachen und Gott um Vergebung bitten! 
Dak wir vor allem recht erfennen, dafB nur Gott uns vor dem WUbfall 
betwahren fann! Mur Gott, aber er auch ganz geiwif, fann un3 ins 
Himmelreich bringen. Kaul F. Kohnefe 
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Siebter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 13, 44—46 

Shag itber alle Schabe, o SCfu, liebjter Shawl” So fingen twir 
in einem Rirdenlied. Wie wenige Menfden haben diefen Scab ge- 
funden! Gingen twir aber auch freudig mit jenem andern Liederdidter: 
/ Ricdhts auf der gangen tveiten Welt, Pracht, Wollujt, Chre, Freud’ und 
Geld, wenn ich e3 recht befinne, fann mid ohn’ dich g’nugfam laben?“ 
Dazu twerden wir im heutigen Fert ermuntert. 


Der grofe, unvergleidlide Schas, die fijtlide Perle unjerer Seligfeit, 
in Chrijto, unferm Heiland 
1. Von diefem Sada, diefer Edftlidhen Perle, 
weifR Der natirlidhe Menfm rein nigts 
2.Go fudt aud der natirlihe Menfm diefen 
Shab, diefe fojtlidme Perle, nit von felbft; 
Gott laRt ihn fie aus Gnaden finden 


1 

a. , Shab, foftlidhe Perle“, B.44.46. So befchreibt 
der Heiland das Himmelreid, aljo unfjere Seligfeit in ihm felbjt. Wie 
qliiclich der, Der im Befib derfelben ift und bereits ein HimmelSbiirger! 
Cr hat Vergebung der Siinden, Leben und Seligfeit. Cr hat den Schab 
liber alle Shabe, JEjum, den Heiland der Giinder, Apojt.4,12. Gein 
Ginnen und Denfen ift auf da3, was droben ijt, gericdjtet, Nol. 3,1. 2. 
Sein Wandel ijt ein Wandel der Heiligfeit, Rim. 6,18. Cr dient Gott, 
Rim. 6, 22, und feinem Nachiten, Matth. 25,31—40. Gr ijt das Salz 
der Erde und das Licht der Welt, Matth.5,13—16. Yn Triibjal ver 
gagt er nicht, Rim. 8,28—34; Yoh. 15,18—20; 2Ror.1,3—7. Gr 
fehnt fich nach feiner ewigen OHetmat, Hebr. 13,14, nad dem neuen 
SYerujalem, two fein wird Freude die Fille, Friede fiir feine Seele und 
ewige Rube, Offenb. 21, 1—5. 

b. Davon wei der natirlidhe Menjfah nits. Es 
ijt ifm ein ,,verborgener Shab”, B. 44, eine Perle, deren Vorhandenz 
fein er nicht fennt, V.46. Bon Natur ijt der Menfdh ein Giinder, 
Soh. 3,6, fremd und auger der Bitrgerfdaft Ysraels, ohne Hoffnung, 
ohne Gott in der Welt, Eph. 2,11.12. Der natitrliche Menjch ijt ein 
Giindendiener, Rim. 6, 16.17; 1, 18—32; Gal. 5,19—21. Gr findet 
givar feine Ergdbung an der Giinde, aber nur geitlid, Hebr. 11, 25; ja 
auch fon in der Beit rubt der Fluch der Giinde auf ihm, Gal. 3,10; 
und tvenn er in feinen Giinden jtirbt, ijt er ewig verforen, Mtatth. 25, 41. 

Auch denen ijt das Himmelreid ein ,verborgener Shab“, die givar 
nicht in offendaren Giinden, wohl aber in Selbjtgerechtigfeit Leben, 
Matth. 5,20, ja die jelbjt in der Gugeren Chriftenheit fich befinden, aber 
doch noch mit ihrem Hergen an diefer Welt hangen und nicht alles dranz 
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geben (¥. 44. 46: ,verfaufte alle3, was er hatte“) und ihrem GHeilande 
nist nadfolgen wollen, Marf. 8,34—38. 

Da priife fich nun jeder felbjt, wie eS mit ihm in Ddiefer Hinficht 
fteht. Obne FEjum ewig verloren! 


2 

a. Bon felbft fjudt der Menjfwh nit den Shas 
feiner Seligfeit. Obne eS gu wiffen, ftieh der Menfch im Gleich- 
ni3 auf den ,,berborgenen Sdab im Acer”, V.44. Cr wupte nichts von 
deffen Vorhandenfein, hatte auch fein Verlangen dana. Das Seligz 
werden aus Gnaden um Chrifti willen ijt dem natiirliden Menfchenz 
Herzen ein gang fremder Gedanfe; der gehdrt in die verborgene Weisheit 
Gottes, die Gott uns durch feinen Geijt im Wort offenbart hat, 1 Kor. 
2,6—14. 

b. Zwar judt der natirlidhe Menjfdh nag ,guten 
Kerlen”, aber von der ,einen Foftliden Perle” weif 
er nidts, B.45.46. Die Menfden fuden nad den, tie fie meinen, 
guten $erlen menjdlicer Weisheit, irdifden Reidtums, eines ver- 
gniigten, forgenfreien Dafeing, toller Lujtbarfeit und tweltlichen Wejens, 
fudjen aber nicht die ,, eine fojtlide Perle” ihrer Seligfeit in Chrijto. 
Gin etwaiges Sehnen nad Frieden und Crlojung im natiirliden Men- 
fdenherzen ijt fein Sehnen nad dem Frieden und der Erldfung, die uns 
durch Chrijtum teuer erworben tvorden it. 

ce Weldhe Freude nun aber iiber den gefundenen 
Shab! B. 44.46. Der Menfd im Gleichni mar nun bereit, alles 
Drangugeben um diejes Schabes willen; die eine foftliche Perle galt 
ihm mehr als alles andere. Go auch der Menjfdh, der feinen Heiland 
gefunden hat. Weldhe Freude! Wie gern gibt er nun aud alles andere 
Daran um Chrijti willen, damit nidts jeiner Seligfeit fchade, Phil. 3, 
7J—11. Die Geligfeit durch Chrijtum ertworben, wird uns aus Gnaz 
Den gefdent, Rom. 3,24. Chrijtus hat den Kaufpreis bezahlt. Durd 
den Glauben ergreifen tir den Shab unferer Scligfeit. 

Wie der Schab, die foftliche Perle, unferer Seligfeit gefunden wird, 
Darauf geht der Tert nicht ein. Wir aber wiffen e3. Durd das Wort 
deS Evangeliums wirkt der Heilige Geijt den Glauben im Herzen. 

Sreuen wir uns, dak Gott uns aus Gnaden unfere Seligfeit in 
Chrifto hat finden lajfen! Cr erhalte un3 in Gnaden gum etvigen Leben! 
Lied 249, 10. S. &. ©. Fri’ 


Adjter Sonntag nach Trinitatis 


Mark. 8, 34—38 
Unfer Tert mit feinen Parallelen, Matth.16,24—27; uf. 9, 
23—26, fagt un$ nidt, wie man ein Chrift und Viinger YCfu wird. 
Das Hiren wir unter anderm BV. 27—33. Wusfiihren. Die Diinger 
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und wir alle follen bier im Tert lernen, tie notig e3 ijt, daB wir uns, 
wenn wir Singer SEju getworden find, nun aud) als folde in treuer 
Nachfolge unfers HCrrn ertveifen. 


Die Notwendigkeit der Nadhfolge Chrifti 
Wir erfennen fie 
1. au3 JCju Befdreibung diefer Namfolge 
2. au3 den verderbliden Folgen der Unterlaf- 
fung diefer Nadfolge 


1 

WR. 34 zeigt un3 JCjus, worin die Nachfolge YEfu bejtebht. 

A. Sn der Nachfolge FEfu felbjt. Wer mir will nachfolgen, .. . 
der folge mir nad.“ Wem eF wirklich ein Crnfjt ift mit feinem Chrijten- 
tum, Der folge mir nach, gehe hinter mir her. Wiele folgen dem Heiland 
nur duperlich, hiren vielleicht noch fein Wort, gehen gum Wbhendmabhl 
ufty., Matth. 15,8; andere folgen dem Heiland wie Petrus einjt, Lut. 
22,54. Gie jind oft fo tweit hinter ihm, daf fie nichts mehr von ihm 
horen oder fehen. Bgl. auch Yoh. 6,66. Da find die Apojtel dem Hei- 
fand beffer nachgefolgt, Wuf.5,11; Mtatth.9,9. Die Apoftel fchlofien 
fi eng an ihren HErrn. C8 war ihnen ein Ernjt mit ihrer Nachfolge. 
Soh. 6, 67—69. — Wie folgjt du dem Heiland? VBijt du ftets nabhe 
hinter ihm? Hodrjt du, befennft du, befolgft du fein Wort? Yoh. 10, 27. 
Wirt du ihm immer ahnlicer in deiner Gefinnung, Phil 2,5, in deinem 
gangen Wandel und Leben, in allen chrijftlidGen Tugenden und Werfen, 
wie Du fie an Deinem Heiland fiehjt? 1 Petr. 2, 21. 

B. Die Nachfolge FEfu bejteht ferner in aufrictiger Selbjtver- 
feugnung. , Wer mir will nachfolgen, der verleugne fich jelbjt.“ Das- 
felbe Wort twie bet Petri Verleugnung, Matth. 26, 70, nur in verjtarfter 
Form. Nicht genug, daB wir nur eingelnen Dingen und Wiinjdhen ent- 
fagen: Freitag fein Fleijch efjen, in der Faftengeit nicht tangen. Nein, 
wer SEfus treulich nachfolgt, verleugnet fich felbjt. Wie Petrus Matth. 
26,72 von SGfu, fo miiffen tir gu unferm alten Menfchen jprecden: 
Sh fenne dic) nicht; miiffen unjer Fleijch freugigen, Gal. 5,24; unfern 
eigenen Willen unter Gottes Willen bandigen, mit Chrijto fpreden: 
Vuf. 22,42b; mit Paulus die eigene Gerechtigfeit zur Seite jtoRen, 
Phil. 3, 7.8. 

C. Die twahre Nachfolge BEju befteht fehlieplic&h im frobhlichen, 
iwilligen Kreugtragen: , Wer mir twill nachfolgen, der nehme fein Kreuz 
auf jich.” RKreug ift hier bildlich fitr allerlei Leiden, gerade auch jchweres 
Leiden. Beder Diinger foll fein Kreuz auf fich nehmen, das Chrijtus 
gerade fiir ihn ausgejucht und bejtimmt hat, da3 nicht gu fcbiver, nicht 
gu leicht ijt, gerade recht fiir feinen Trager, immer gut und heilfam. C3 
find vielleicht allgemeine Leiden, oder toad jie als Chrijten um Chrijti 
iwillen [eiden mitijen. Die Weltfinder hajfen alles Leiden, gehen ihm 
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fo lange wie moglid) aus dem Wege, tragen e3 gar mit Widerivillen und 
Murren. AWber die wahren Fiinger und Nachfolger BEfu nehmen ihr 
ifnen von Chrijto guerteiltes Kreuz auf fic taglic, Luf. 9,23, und 
tragen e3 ihrem Heiland gerne und geduldig nach in der Gewipheit ,,c3 
ift herglich gut gemeint mit der Chriften Plagen” ufiw., Lied 370, 10. 

Sn der Nachfolge Chrijti handelt eS fich wahrlich nicht um geringe 
Kicinigfeiten, fondern um hodhwidtige Sachen, nidt um Saden, die in 
unjferm eigenen Ermeffen jtehen, die wir nach eigenem Belieben ein- 
ricdjten Ddiirfen, jondern um unfer ganges Chrijtenleben, tie eS uns bon 
Chrifjto, unjerm eingigen Heiland, felber vorgefdrieben ijt. CGollte nicht 
das jchon uns zur Treue in der Nachfolge de} HErrn ermuntern? 


2 

Die Nachfolge YEju darf nicht unterlajjen werden. 

A. Beil mir fonft das wahre Leben veriieren, B.35. Wer fein 
Leben, fein natiirliches, zeitlidjes Leben, erhalten will, mem das die 
Hauptiache ijt, daR er Hier bequeme Tage hat, nach feinem Willen, feinem 
wleifdme lebt, nach) Gott und feinem Wort nichts fragt, wer von den 
Dingen dicfer Welt nichts um Chrijti willen aufgeben, fich nicht jelbjt 
berleugnen, nidt fein Kreuz tragen will, der mwird feine Geele, fein 
eigentliche, Das etwige Leben, berlieren. Welch jehrecliches Los! Saul. 

B. Weil wir jonft mehr verlieren, al8 die ganze Welt twert ijt, 
B. 36,37. Der HErr fest hier den beften Fall. Gelbft wenn jemand 
Die ganze Welt gewonne, alle Pracht und Herrlicdfeit, alle Gitter und 
greuden, allen Ruhm diejer Welt — twas ja unmiglid& ift — und er 
Dariiber Sdhaden litte an feiner Geele, feine Seele dabei verlire, fo hatte 
ex nicht nur feinen Gewinn, jondern furcdtbaren Verlujt. Die gange 
Welt fonnte den Verluft feiner Seele nicht erfeben. Bft die Seele ver- 
foren, dann ift alles verloren, dann ift auch der Befik der gangen Welt 
wertlos. €38 gibt nur ein Lodfegeld fiir die Seele, Chriftum und fein 
Blut. Wer Chriftum und jeine Crlofung fiir die Giiter diefer Erde 
hingibt, hat nun fein tweiteres Lojegeld fiir die Seele. Budas. 

C. Weil fich Dann de3 Menfdenjohn auch unfer in alle Ciwigfeit 
fdhamen wird, V.38. Diefe Worte tweifen auf das lebte grofe Rommen 
deS Menfdenjohns, wenn er fommen wird in der Herrlichfeit feines 
Raters mit feinen heiligen Engeln, gu vergelten einem jegliden nah 
feinen Werfen, Matth. 16,27. Wer immer dann ein folcher geivefen 
ijt, Der fich bier auf Erden feines Heilandes, feiner Lehre, feines Betens, 
feines Rirdengehens, feines Chriftentums gefdamt, nicht befannt, fon- 
Dern verleugnet hat hier unter diefem ehebrecherifdjen, fiindigen Ge- 
fcdlecht, deffen wird fich der Heiland dann auch fcdhamen, twird fic von 
ihm abwenden. Wie fchrecflich! Matth. 25, 41. 

Gott gebe, daR wir aufs neue gelernt haben, tworin die redjte, 
twabre Nacdfolge BEfu bejteht und marum fie um feinen Preis unter- 
lafjen werden darf. Lied 280. %. ©. Rof gfe 
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The “Christian Herald” on Lutheran Union.—Its May issue has 
this item: “We reported two months back that there was a doctrinal 
hurdle between the American Lutherans and the United Lutherans, 
keeping them apart in their discussions on joining their forces. Now we 
report that they have taken the hurdle and find themselves a long step 
nearer union. The question was one of Biblical infallibility. The state- 
ment on which they agree is this: ‘By virtue of a unique operation... .’” 
(Our readers are familiar with this statement in the Pittsburgh Declara- 
tion.) “Three large bodies of Lutherans—the United, American, and 
Missouri Synod bodies—contain more than 3,500,000 of the 4,800,000 
Lutherans in the United States. They stand in a fair way now, with 
this agreement of doctrinal statement to work on, to overcome the open 
disagreement which has separated them. We look for big Lutheran news 
in 1939.” 

Not so fast! We fear that it will take more than half a year to get 
the United Lutheran Church to accept, as a body, a statement which 
might be understood as teaching the verbal inspiration and inerrancy 
of all Scripture. Compare what a reviewer in the Lutheran Church 
Quarterly (U.L.C.) says on the booklets of Drs. Klinck and Arndt in 
the S.S. Teacher-Training Series: “In both books the Bible is assumed 
to be the verbally inspired, absolutely infallible revelation of God. 
Accordingly, its statements are taken to be final, not only in matters 
of faith and life, but also in matters of history, geography, science, and 
the like. Of scientific, critical study of the sources there is not a trace. 
Nor is there any indication that the philosophical, theological, historical, 
sociological, and psychological researches of modern times have made 
any contribution whatsoever to our understanding of life and its prob- 
lems. Perhaps the type of treatment was necessitated by space limits 
or by a consideration of the needs and abilities of the persons for whom 
the books were prepared—present and prospective Sunday-school 
teachers; perhaps dogmatic presuppositions had something to do with it. 
Whatever the reasons for the type of treatment, the fact remains that 
this treatment is limited to uncritically interpreted Biblical materials. 
Here lie both the strength and the weakness of the books. For those 
who accept the fundamental thesis that the Bible is infallible in every 
detail, the treatment will prove, in the main, highly satisfactory; for 
those who do not, it will not. It may probably be assumed that the 
persons for whom the books were specifically written do accept it. For 
them, therefore, the books could hardly be better.” 

We doubt, too, that the American Lutheran Church will, as a body, 
be satisfied with a declaration which does not explicitly declare for the 
inerrancy of all parts of Scripture. And we do not know why the 
Missouri Synod is mentioned in this connection. “They,” U.L.C., A.L.C., 
and Missouri, “stand in a fair way now, with this agreement to work on, 
to overcome,” etc. We cannot well “work on” this agreement. Besides, 
it is not only the doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture which is here 
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involved. The Christian Herald should not speak of “a doctrinal hurdle,” 
which is keeping the Lutherans apart. There are differences in other 
doctrines, just as important as the one mentioned, which keep the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church and the Synodical Conference apart from the 
United Lutheran Church. E. 


Un-Lutheran Teaching in the U.L.C.A.—The article by Dr. A.J. 
Traver on “The Means of Grace,” published in the Lutheran of May 10, 
contains some good Lutheran doctrine. “Our part is only to accept what 
Jesus Christ offers. Grace is a gift.... How do we receive this grace? 
We believe that God uses means by which He sends His grace upon us. 
. .. Suppose there were no Word and no Sacraments. This would make 
us depend on our own human reason. ... As we need grace, so we 
need the means by which grace is made available for us.” The article, 
however, presents also some un-Lutheran teaching. We read: “Lu- 
therans have not been satisfied with the statement that the Bible contains 
the Word of God. This is of course true, but not all the truth. It might 
mean that the Bible contained a great deal that was error. Then it 
would mean that we would have to select the true from the false in the 
Bible, a most dangerous liberty. Naturally, we would be influenced by 
our own desires. We would accept what we wanted to accept and reject 
what we did not want. The Bible is the Word of God in the statement 
of our faith. It is true in all matters that pertain to religion.” (Italics 
our own.) “It is not a text for biology or for chemistry. It knows 
nothing of electricity or of airplanes. There is no reason that it should. 
These are matters for the investigation and discovery of the human mind. 
But man by his own wisdom cannot know God. The Bible is the reve- 
lation of God to us, the gracious gift of salvation comes to us through the 
Bible.” (Italics in original.) The Lutheran is repeating here what it has 
been emphasizing the last few years. It wants the Church to know that 
it rejects the teaching that every statement made by the holy writers is 
true. “It is true in all matters that pertain to religion,” but in all other 
matters, scientific and the like, its statements need not be accepted. That 
is un-Lutheran teaching. The Lutheran statement “The Bible is the 
Word of God” means nothing because of the restriction “It is true in all 
matters that pertain to religion.” Our readers will remember that a 
layman found the U.L.C. Declaration on the Word of God and Scripture 
unacceptable because of its contradictory teachings. He wrote: “In 
Section 5 this declaration says: ‘We therefore accept the Scriptures as 
the infallible truth of God in all matters that pertain to His revelation 
and our salvation.’ What as to matters that do not pertain to His revela- 
tion and our salvation? Are some portions of the Scriptures not in- 
fallible? Is not that a plausible inference? It would appear to this 
writer that in Section 6 this position is contradicted when it is asserted: 
‘Therefore we believe that the whole body of Scripture in all its parts is 
the Word of God.’” We can sympathize with this layman. We must 
confess that our theological mind works just like the layman’s mind. 
We do not know how the minds of those theologians work who can say 
in one breath that Scripture in all its parts is the Word of God and that 
some portions of Scripture are not true. Least of all can we understand 
how Lutheran theologians can thus speak of the Bible. 
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Dr. Traver then goes on to utter some most un-Lutheran thoughts 
on the Lord’s Supper. “Bread and wine are the earthly elements. The 
body and blood of Christ are the heavenly gifts promised in the Sacra- 
ment. We must not place a crass or unnatural interpretation on these 
gifts of the Sacrament. They are the life of Christ, freely given for us. 
As the bread and wine become a part of the body through eating, so the 
Christ becomes a part of our souls through faith.” That is a denial of 
the real presence of the body and blood of Christ. Any Reformed theo- 
logian would subscribe to the teaching that what Christ gives us to eat 
and to drink is “the life of Christ, freely given for us.” The Reformed 
have always taught that the words “body,” “blood” mean the efficacy 
and benefits of Christ’s death. 

When the Pittsburgh Statement (on Inspiration, etc.) was accepted, 
the church-papers stated: “All controverted points of difference between 
the United Lutheran Church and the American Lutheran Church have 
now been amicably adjusted so far as the two commissions are con- 
cerned.” All controverted points of difference? Within the U.L.C. body 
the Reformed doctrine concerning the Lord’s Supper is publicly pro- 
claimed. (See also C.T.M., VIII, p.544, on an article in the Lutheran 
Church Quarterly of October, 1936.) The A.L.C. teaches the Lutheran 
doctrine concerning the Lord’s Supper. Surely not all controverted 
points of difference between these two bodies have been amicably 
adjusted. 

Then there is the doctrine of conversion. Dr.Traver does not touch 
on this in his article, but our subject is: Un-Lutheran Teaching in the 
U.L.C. A. U.L.C. theologians have written the following: “Others, 
after the manner of Missouri, have been so cautious lest they should 
claim for man any credit for his salvation—a very laudable desire — 
that they have, in order to give all the glory to God’s grace, failed to 
recognize that man’s part in the work of salvation is essential, even 
though it is not meritorious.” “Conversion is largely one’s own act. 
God first makes it possible; but then the responsibility rests upon our- 
selves to determine whether or not we will comply with the truth brought 
to our understanding.” “If we inquire what it is that influences men one 
way or the other when the Spirit of God brings them face to face with 
Christ and urges them to accept the Savior, the answer is that they are 
influenced by the motives, good or evil, which stir in their hearts and 
which they finally put first.’ These and many other similar pronounce- 
ments appeared in official organs of the U.L.C. and in text-books pub- 
lished within this body. We need not indicate the sources here, — the 
U.L.C. men will readily admit that synergistic teaching is tolerated by 
their Church. We cannot understand why editors of Lutheran papers 
will say that all controverted points of difference have now been 
amicably adjusted. E. 


The Editor does Not Agree with the Contributor.—JIn the article 
“Some Thoughts on Inspiration,” published in the Journal of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference, May issue, Dr. Hjalmar W. Johnson of the 
Augustana Synod uttered several un-Lutheran thoughts. He said: 
“You sometimes hear conscientious Lutheran pastors make the statement 
that unless you accept the verbal inspiration theory, you are not a con- 
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sistent Lutheran.” “The human element appears also in certain dis- 
crepancies which the student of the Scriptures will observe. ... The 
human element appears also with sad realism in the imprecatory psalms. 
... In these passages (Ps. 69:24; 58:6-10; 109:8,9,10; 137:9) the human 
— or shall I say inhuman? — element is sadly evident.” “Christ Himself 
affirmed that Moses was not correct on the subject of divorce. If Christ 
felt free to take issue with Moses on the subject of divorce, which con- 
cerns human beings, must we insist that Genesis is a source book in 
geology, which deals not with human beings but with inanimate reality?” 
“With specific reference to one theory widely prevalent among many 
earnest Christians, it may be noted that even so theologically conserva- 
tive a Church as the Roman Catholic does not teach the verbal in- 
spiration of the Scriptures. ... In the well-known Catholic weekly Our 
Sunday Visitor (Nov. 4, 1934) this paragraph appears: ‘The Church has 
never taught the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures. All that we are 
bound to believe is that every book, and every part of every book, in 
both the Old and the New Testament is the Word of God. In the many 
translations of the Bible which we have today it would be impossible to 
hold that every word was inspired, because that would mean that the 
translator as well as the original writer, of the Scriptures had the special 
assistance of Almighty God.’” 

The editor of the Journal, in an addendum, takes the contributor 
severely to task. “There are a number of points at which I find myself 
at variance with the learned author of the foregoing article.’ We have 
space for only some of the points repudiated by Dr. Dell. “What the 
Catholic Church teaches or does not teach can hardly be a criterion for 
the Lutheran Church.” As to the statement of the contributor “You 
sometimes hear conscientious Lutheran pastors make the statement that, 
unless you accept the verbal inspiration theory, you are not a consistent 
Lutheran. What can be done to help such brethren realize that such 
statements are by no means a defense of Lutheranism but, on the con- 
trary, constitute a lapse from it?” the editor says: “As I am one of ‘such 
brethren’ who have lapsed from Lutheranism by stating that belief in 
verbal inspiration is truly Lutheran, I rise to defend my position once 
more. ‘Verbal inspiration’ and ‘inspiration’ are the same thing. If the 
Bible is inspired, it is verbally inspired. If it is not verbally inspired, it 
is not inspired at all. ... When our synodical constitution says that 
we accept the canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as 
our authority, they are breathing a faith in verbal inspiration; for Scrip- 
tures are words. If they are words of men, they have no authority. If 
they are the Word of God, they are inspired words. When the Missouri 
Synod states: ‘We teach also that the verbal inspiration of the Scrip- 
tures is not a so-called “theological deduction,” but it is taught by direct 
statements of the Scriptures, 2 Tim.3:16; John 10:35; Rom.3:2; 1 Cor. 
2:13,’ there can be no doubt that this large body of Lutherans ‘officially’ 
teaches verbal inspiration and does not consider it a theory.... If only 
men are inspired and not the words which they wrote, how can we say 
in our synodical confessions that the canonical Scriptures are our 
authority? How can we say that the Bible ‘as a whole and in all its 
parts’ is the Word of God? The Bible in all its parts is words, nothing 
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but words. If there is no verbal inspiration, the Bible is not inspired. 
When we, therefore, speak of verbal inspiration, we are speaking of the 
fact of inspiration and not of some ‘man-made’ theory as to the method 
of inspiration.” “The Holy Spirit used the words of Scripture to con- 
vince us that the words of Scripture are reliable. And you say that 
Lutherans do not ‘officially’ believe in verbal inspiration? Pardon me 
if I say that I am unable to follow you.” “What was Jesus’ attitude 
toward the Old Testament? He said: ‘The Scriptures cannot be broken.’ 
He quoted the Scriptures as reliable truth, ‘beginning at Moses and all 
the prophets’ (Luke 24). He evidently thought that Moses was inspired. 
But Dr. Johnson says: ‘Christ Himself affirmed that Moses was not cor- 
rect on the subject of divorce. ... The question here is: Did Moses 
write what God gave him to write at that time? Jesus does not con- 
demn Moses for writing what he wrote. He condemns the Jews for the 
hardness of their hearts, which made an inferior law necessary.” 
“Toward the end the author quotes from Dr. Sodergren: ‘If some other 
brother should insist that physical death came into the world with the 
fall of Adam and Eve,—as Milton does in Paradise Lost,— when God 
has written into the strata of the earth a record of death long before 
Adam, we have no right to blame the Bible for this brother’s interpre- 
tation.’ I see here, and elsewhere in that last part, a surrender to the 
theory of evolution. If the fact of verbal inspiration must be called 
a theory in order to make room alongside it for another theory, which 
even men of science vigorously dispute, our faith is in a bad way. You 
not cnly condemn Milton, but you condemn St. Paul, who wrote: ‘As by 
one man sin entered into the world and death by sin; and so death 
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.’ ” 

The concluding paragraph reads: “I could say a great deal more, but 
I desist. The article by Dr. Johnson is being printed because pressure 
was brought to bear by his brethren. But I could not let it go as an ex- 
pression of the faith of the American Lutheran Conference. I could not 
pass by without challenge the condescending statement that brethren 
who believe in verbal inspiration — who believe, in other words, that 
the Bible is a reliable record of revealed truth — should be corrected in 
their Lutheranism.” E. 

D. Neu itber Walther und die Sdjrift, betitelt “Walther and the 
Church”, Die eben genannte Gchrift hat befanntlich alS Berfaffer die 
Doftoren Dallmann, Dau und Engelder. D. Reu fehreibt daritber in der 
»Kirdhliden Zeitfdhrift”: , [Das Buch] ift als Feftqabe gedacht zur Erin- 
nerung an die Cintwanderung der Gachjen vor hundert Yahren. C3 hatte 
dem Gedachtni3 an dies folgenreiche Ereignis etivas gefehlt, wenn nicht ein 
Buch wie diejeS erjchienen ware; denn die drei Schriften, die Hier in ge- 
dDrangter Form dargeboten twerden, twaren von grundlegender Natur fiir die 
Miffourijynode und tweit iiber diefe hinaus. Und follten jie in ihren Haupt- 
gedanfen tveiterwwirfen, fo mufien fie in englifder Sprache dargeboten 
twerden. 

Sei der Leftiire der drei Beitrage, die gur Wiirdiqung Walthers hin- 
gugefiigt werden, mddhte man vielleicht einmal den Cindruc haben, al griffe 
Die Wiirdigung gu hod. Wber auch Manner, die Beitgenoffen, ja Gegner 
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Walthers getwejen find, fchlugen bei feinem Tod faum geringere Tone an. 
Die Luthardifche ,irchengeitung‘ fchrieb: Mit ihm ift einer der Gropen in 
Der Kirche Chrijti hHeimgegangen, ein Mann, der nicht nur in der firdlicden 
Gefchichte Wmerifas eine epochemachende Perjonlichfeit und dort der her- 
borragende Fiihrer und Gammiler der Lutheraner war, fondern defjen Wirk- 
famfeit in der lutherifcen Nirche aller Weltteile als eine machtiq anregende 
empfunden wurde. Der Erfolg feiner Arbeit ift in der neueren Gefdhichte 
unferer Stircje faft beijpiello3 und fenngeichnet ifn nicht nur als einen Mann 
von grofen Wnlagen, eijernem Fleif; und feltener Energie, fondern apt in 
ihm eine providentielle Perjonlichfeit erfernnen, wie der HErr jeiner Kirche 
fie fendet, tenn er fie bejondere Wege fiihren wills Und Dr. Siegmamd 
Sritichel fehrieb (NKirchenblatt, 1. Juni 1887): ,Qn dem Heinigeqangenen 
verliert die [utherijde Kirche einen ihrer mannbaftejten Streiter, irer ge- 
feqnetiten Zeugen, ifrer mannbaftejten Theologen. Geit dem Yahre 1839 
hat er die reichen Gaben feines Geijtes in den Dienjt der hitherijchen Kirche 
Minerifas gejtellt und an ifrem Wufbau innerhalb der Mijfourijynode mit 
ganzer, voller, riicfhaltfojer Hingebung ofne Crmiiden, mit freudiger Be- 
geijterung bis an fein Cnde gearbeiiet. Und Gottes VBarmberzgigfeit hat auf 
das Werf jeiner Hande Gedeihen geleqt und ibn die Frucht feiner Xrbeit 
jehauen lajjen, tvie c3 wenig Menjehen verginnt ijt. Die Miffourijynode mit 
ihrer qetvaltigen Wusbreitung, ihrer feftgefiigten Organijation, ihrer rajt- 
fojen firchfichen Tatigfeit, ihrer eigenartigen, die lutherijche Befenntnislehre 
mit ifren Gonderlehren zu fejter Gejchloijenheit gujammenfaffenden Theo- 
fogie ijt int eminenten Ginn fein Werf, der er den Stempel feines Geijtes 
in allen Veziehungen aufgedriict hat und in der ihm die Verivirflichung der 
Gedanfen jeines LebenS nocd) mit jeinen eigenen YWugen gu jehen bejchieden 
oar. Gie felbjt hintviederum, die von ihm gegriimdete und gefiihrte Synode, 
jah in ihm ihre Macht gleichjam verfdrpert, und e3 diirften fehr menig Falle 
jich nachtweijen fajjen, in denen eine Hervorragende Perjsnlichfeit in der von 
ihr qeletteten firchlichen Gemeinjchaft einen gleich tiefqreifenden und alles 
beherridenden Cinfluy ausgeiibt hat.. — €3 wird uns auch wiederholt be- 
geugt, Dak Dr. S. Fritjchel die Hoffnung auf eine fiinftige Verjtandiqung mit 
Der von Walther gegriindeten Synode nie aufgegeben hat.“ Y. 

Bedentung deS Luthervifden Weltfonvents. Fm ,,Kirchenblatt” vom 
20. Mat dieje3 Yabhres fchreibt Dr. Snubel, der Prajes der Vereinigten Luz 
therijchen Sirche WAmerifas, in einem Artifel, betitelt , Schifflein der Kirche“, 
iiber den Lutherijchen Welifonvent. Cr fpricht fich unter anderm auch aus 
iiber die Bedeutung de3 Weltfonvents. Cr jagt: Endlich tauchte das be- 
ftimimte Bejtreben auf, der tiefinnerlicen Cinigfeit der Lutheraner in der 
Welt Haren Wusdrucf zu verleihen. Dieje Rundgebung der Glaubenseinheit 
befteht jebt im Lutherifcen Weltfonvent.“ 

Der Weltfonvent ijt nach der VBefchreibung Dr. Knubels alfo nicht eine 
frete Konfereng von Luiheranern zur Herjtellung wahrer Glaubenseinkeit 
durch Vejprechung der bejtehenden Lehrdijferengen, fondern der Lutherijche 
Weltfonvent ijt ,Rundgebung der Glaubenseinheit”. Wer aber die Luthe- 
raner in Der Welt fennt, der weik, Dak jie untereinander fehr uneinig jind. 
Nun fann man aber erjt dann in Wahrheit der GlaubenSeinheit Wusdruc 
berleifen, twenn fie bereits hergeftellt und wirflich vorhanden ijt. Wer einer 
Glaubenseinheit AXusdrucf verleihen will, die nicht vorhanden ijt, treibt 
Unionifterei. Davor twarnt uns die Schrift. e. © Brunn 
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Mus Urgentinien. Cinem Briefe unfers Bruders P. Ww. T. Kramer, in 
Bahia Blanca, Argentinien, wohnhaft, entnehmen wir einige intereffante 
Gabe: ,itherall wird gweifpradige Arbeit verlangt. Yn Rio Colorado wird 
man beim nachften Vefuch wohl auch um eine englifee Predigt nebenbei 
bitten. Borlaufig rechne ich mit jechS Nonfirmandenflaffen fiir diefes Yahr; 
drei oder vier Taufen, tvahrjcheinlich in jpanifder Sprache. Machjte Woche 
will ich deutfehe und jpanifche RepetitionSfragen fertigjtellen, um unfern 
Baftoren (vor aller Dingen aber mir felbft) diefe Arbeit etwas praftijder 
und [eichter gu macjen. ... Das Manujfript der fpanifden Mugsburgi- 
fehen Konfejjion ijt langjt weg, das Manuffript der Agende ebenfall3. Yebt 
fommt ein fpant{ches Gebetbiichlein und die NatechiSmusiviederholung. .. . 
Xch habe jest allen Ernjtes einen giwetten Mann fiir diejes Gebiet verlangt. 
Soll ich meine Beit der cigentlichen Stadtarbeit widmen, fo fann ich nicht 
Die Yakenpojten behalten. An Médenos allein fonnie eine Schule von anz 
nabernd viergig Sindern gujtande fommen. Hier find Kinder. Wenn ich 
wenigitenS einen quten Lehrer hatte, der den Kinderunterricdht an den 
beiden Stellen mir abnabme! Und die Wusdehnungsmoglichfeiten an der 
Bahniinie nach Weften find noch nicht abgujehen. C3 ijt alles Gammel 
arbeit an zerftreuten und nicht betreuten futherifchen Cintwanderern. Das 
utherifch’, bitte, etwas ffeptifc) aufsufatien; manchmal fennen jie mur den 
Nanten.“ 

You einer neuen Stelle, too er Ddeutfch predigt, fchreibt Mtifjionar 
Kramer: ,Sofort mute ic) auch fpanifch predigen, und fiir den nachften 
Gottesdienjt wollen fie auch ire vielen englijfcen Nachbarn einladen. Leiz 
der, leider ift Die Beit nicht reif, wm in einer Sprache arbeiten gu fonnen.” 

Gott feqne reichlich die Cvangeliumsverfiindiqung im fernen Giiden 
unjers Rontinents! Mf. 

Brunner, Lacy, and Union Seminary. — Under this heading the Rev. 
C.D. Whiteley, D. D., pastor of the First Presbyterian Church, Albemarle, 
N.C., reviews Dr. Lacy’s reply to the objections of the Mecklenburg and 
Concord presbyteries raised against Dr.Brunner’s lecturing in Union 
Seminary. Dr. Brunner, as our readers know, is a modernistic Barthian. 
Dr. Lacy is president of the formerly orthodox Presbyterian Union Sem- 
inary in Richmond, Va. Dr. Whiteley is an orthodox Presbyterian grad- 
uate of Union Seminary. From now very liberal Union Theological 
Seminary Rev. J. Scherer, liberal U.L.C. pastor in Richmond, last sum- 
mer obtained his supply speakers while he was on his protracted summer 
vacation. The two presbyteries represent 126 ministers, nearly one third 
of the ministerial membership of the Synod of North Carolina, one of 
the synods controlling Union Theological Seminary. Answering President 
Lacy, Pastor Whiteley (as reported in the Christian Beacon, March 2, 
1939) says: “We would rather see its doors (Union Seminary’s) closed 
than see its platform used as a springboard for modern doubt and 
unbelief, be that unbelief heralded by a theologian with world acclaim 
or by the proverbial crossroads skeptic.” The reasons, he next shows, 
that led Dr. Lacy to allow Dr.Brunner to speak at Union Seminary 
“cast an ominous shadow across our Southern Church. Why invite 
a person to lecture at Union Seminary who denies the full trustworthi- 
ness of the Bible?” Dr. Lacy invited Dr.Brunner to speak at Union, 
first, because he “is regarded today as one of the great evangelical figures 





544 Theological Observer — Sirdjlid)-Zeitgefhictlides 


of Continental Europe.” But “does Dr. Lacy think one can be a great 
evangelical figure and at the same time elevate a heathen conception 
of the universe above the Word of God? Dr.Brunner is on record in 
these words: ‘The Bible is by no means free of errors, notably the story 
of creation, which science has proved to be erroneous.’ That statement 
does not commend itself to some of us as great or evangelical. It rather 
sounds like Satan’s own language to the primal pair in Eden when he 
said: ‘Ye shall not surely die’ (Gen.3:4), even though God had said: 
‘Ye shall surely die’ (Gen.2:17). It seems that the only difference is 
that Dr. Brunner denies the first chapter of Genesis, and Satan denied 
just part of the second.” Dr. Whiteley continues: “There is one other 
thing wrong with Dr. Brunner’s statement; namely, it is false. It is not 
true that science has ‘proved’ the creation story in Genesis to be erro- 
neous. To remain within the bounds of truth, he should have said: 
‘I accept a hypothesis which, if proved, would prove the creation story 
of Genesis to be erroneous.’ Dr.Brunner’s statement is false for two 
reasons: first, because God’s Word declares it to be false; second, be- 
cause the majority of outstanding scientists declare it to be false [?]. 
Dr. Brunner says that he is an evolutionist, and, of course, evolution is 
the hypothesis which, as he claims, has proved the creation story to be 
erroneous. Many scientists accept this hypothesis, but no one worthy 
of the name ‘scientist’ will say it has been proved. Then there are many 
of the truly great in the scientific world who call this hypothesis a fig- 
ment of the imagination, while others call it the product of a distorted 
mind.” ... “Again, Dr. Lacy says, ‘Dr. Brunner is the guest professor 
this year of Princeton Seminary, an institution which for over a century 
and a quarter has been closely associated with our seminary’ (Richmond 
Union Seminary). ‘But is Dr. Lacy ignorant of what has happened at 
Princeton since its reorganization? Or does he know and yet mean to 
say that it makes no difference to him and the faculty at Union? Before 
he gives Dr. Brunner’s connection with Princeton as a reason for bringing 
him to Union, he should recall that the name of a professor-elect of that 
institution was not allowed to come before the last Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. since it was generally believed that 
he would not be confirmed because of his radical views. When one re- 
members that this General Assembly was controlled and dominated by 
signers of the Auburn Affirmation and their sympathizers, it is certainly 
a questionable compliment which Dr. Lacy hands to Dr. Brunner, and is 
meaningless as a reason for having him lecture at U.T.S., unless Dr. Lacy 
intended to serve notice on the Southern Church that he proposes to 
direct Union along the ‘inclusive policy’ road, now the avowed policy of 
Princeton.” ... “What does Dr. Lacy mean by the following statement: 
‘From the founding of these lectureships it has been the policy to bring 
to our seminary certain outstanding religious thinkers without requiring 
that in every detail they reflect the opinion held by our own denomina- 
tion’? Does Dr.Lacy and the faculty mean to say that Dr. Brunner’s 
denial of the infallibility of the Bible is a mere detail? Is such a denial 
a contradiction of some particular ‘opinion’ held by our own denomina- 
tion? If so, how things have changed, at least in certain quarters!” 

The final shaft which Dr. Whiteley hurls at Dr. Lacy is this: “In con- 
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clusion, one is amazed to find that some feel that an ‘intellectual hot- 
house’ would result from keeping the testimony of a great school of 
prophets, both in class and on the lecture platform, true to the doctrine 
that the Bible is the Word of God.” This comes as a reply to one of 
President Lacy’s “reasons” for letting Brunner lecture at Richmond, 
namely, that without the “wider [liberal] culture of Continental scholars” 
his seminary would become a mere “intellectual hothouse” rearing 
pastors who are helpless against the rigors and cold blasts of facts and 
reason. 

To us this whole controversy seems more than a mere incident in 
provincial Presbyterian history. In the first place, it shows very clearly 
Brunner’s liberal position over against the Bible and Princeton’s own 
tragic lowering of doctrinal standards. In the second place, it demon- 
strates how rapidly Modernism seeps through an entire Church after it 
has once gained a foothold in its scholastic centers. And finally, the 
courage of the little Mecklenburg and Concord Presbyterian groups, 
resisting its modernistic leaders, may be noticed with profit also in wider 
church circles. J.T. M. 


The Rationalism of Barthianism. — Dr. A. MacRae, professor of Old 
Testament, Faith Theological Seminary, in the Christian Beacon deplores 
the presence of Barthianism at Princeton Seminary, claiming that, with 
Brunner in a key position at this school, “the Word of Scripture is no 
longer the supreme authority in the theology taught there,” for the “very 
chair from which Charles Hodge and B.B. Warfield taught is now occu- 
pied by one who denies the verbal inspiration of the Bible.” The attitude 
of Barthians toward the Bible is indeed altogether different from that 
of the old teachers at Princeton. “They make Scripture authoritative 
only in those matters which they consider involved in the personal 
religion of the reader, and rule out all else as unimportant. Anything 
dealing with matter, with the world, with history, and the like, they 
regard as non-essential and possibly as entirely erroneous. To them 
Scripture is no longer authoritative for anything but personal religion. 
And who is to say which statements of Scripture are a part of personal 
religion? The historic Christian belief in the Word of God is thus re- 
placed by a vague attitude which keeps the historic terminology but 
robs it of its historic content. Human philosophy has become the source 
of knowledge, instead of divine revelation. God’s infallible guide has 
been replaced by an extremely fallible substitute. It is the very simi- 
larity in outward expression which makes Barthianism so dangerous. 
Unbelief is easier to swallow in a sugar-coated pill than in a bitter- 
tasting powder, but its effects are no less harmful.” Dr. Brunner denied 
his belief in verbal inspiration in his very opening address at Princeton 
Seminary. “This,” Dr. MacRae says, “was no surprise to any who were 
familiar with Brunner’s works, for he is one of that class of mediating 
theologians which tries to cling to some of the doctrines of historic 
Christianity while rejecting the final authority of that source upon which 
Christian theology has always been based.” 

While Barthianism thus holds forth at Princeton, the Presbyterian 
Tribune (March 16, 1939) rejoices at the fact that today “little is left to 
current Fundamentalism.” “Fortunately,” exults the periodical, “with 
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the exception of one or two minor skirmishes all is now quiet on the 
theological front.” “Of course,” it admits, “we cannot tell when the 
battle will break out again in all its ancient virulence, but it looks as 
though we are in for an era of theological good feeling. The conserva- 
tives are not so conservative, or at least not so militant, and the liberals 
are not so sure of themselves, as they were a few years ago, when 
Dr. Clarence Edward Macartney was the self-appointed knight of re- 
action. His occasional Cassandra calls may be as strident as ever, but 
they have lost their sometime magic, and in consequence his followers 
have been reduced to a weedy segment of their former battalions.” 
The reference no doubt is to the Orthodox Presbyterians and the Bible 
Presbyterians, who have no large following. J.T. M. 

A Presbyterian Opposed to Strict Separation of Church and State. — 
Writing in the Presbyterian, Dr. A.T. Allis opposes acceptance of a pro- 
posed revision of chapter 23 in the Westminster Confession. The old 
version, in its American form, is as follows: “As nursing fathers it is 
the duty of civil magistrates to protect the Church of our common Lord, 
without giving the preference to any denomination of Christians above 
the rest, in such a manner that all ecclesiastical persons whatever shall 
enjoy the full, free, and unquestioned liberty to discharging every part 
of their sacred functions, without violence or danger.” It is now pro- 
posed to change this to read: “It [the civil government] may not assume 
the functions of religion. It must grant equal rights to every religious 
group, showing no favor and granting no power to one above another.” 
Dr. Allis offers this comment: “There are two important phrases here. 
The first is ‘every religious group.’ It is particularly to be noted that 
it does not say ‘Christian group.’ This phrase, consequently, represents 
not merely the surrender but the direct repudiation of the recognized 
principle that this is a Christian nation. Jews, Mormons, Mohammedans, 
Buddhists, Confucianists, and Hindus, all constitute ‘religious groups,’ but 
they are not ‘Christian groups.’ The second important phrase is this: 
‘showing no favor and granting no power to one above another.’ It will 
be observed that nothing is said here about the recognized democratic 
principle of majority rule. Let us take a concrete illustration. A certain 
community is made up almost entirely of Christians, members or ad- 
herents of Christian churches. There is one Jewish merchant in that 
community. According to the above declaration, it would be improper 
for the municipal authorities to pass a Sunday closing law or to permit 
the voters to decide the question by popular vote. Not merely this, it 
would be the duty of Presbyterians who took the statement of their 
confession of faith seriously and felt it their duty to comply with its 
teachings, to strive to prevent the passage of such an ordinance or, if 
such an ordinance were on the statute books, to work for its repeal, on 
the ground that it showed favor and granted power to one religious 
group above another.” 

The proposed revision stands for strict separation of Church and 
State. The reasoning of Dr. Allis is faulty. The submitted version does 
not exclude the possibility of a Presbyterian’s working for a Sunday 
closing law. It merely makes it wrong for him to work for the passage 
of such a law on religious grounds. A. 
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Methodist Union. — When in May of this year the representatives of 
the Northern Methodists, the Southern Methodists, and the Protestant 
Methodists met in Kansas City, the amalgamation of these bodies, which 
had been under way for several years, was consummated. Having stated 
after the reading of each one of the five declarations of unification: “We 
do so declare,” the assembly made this affirmation: “To the Methodist 
Church thus established we do solemnly swear our allegiance, and upon 
all its life and service we do reverently invoke the blessing of Almighty 
God.” The vote for union, reports say, was unanimous. When it had 
been given and announced, the choir sang Haendel’s “Hallelujah Chorus,” 
doubtlessly expressing the feelings of the delegates, who can well be 
imagined to have been in a high state of spiritual exultation. 

We have but few comments to make. The Methodist Church, the 
name by which the denomination will be known, the second-largest 
Protestant body in our country, has 46,255 congregations, 21,687 ordained 
ministers, 15,969 local preachers, 7,856,060 members, 5,926,155 Sunday- 
school pupils, and property which is valued at $656,474,867. The body is 
divided into six jurisdictions. “The bishops are no longer to be elected 
for the entire Church by representatives chosen from the entire Church; 
instead they are to be elected for service within jurisdictions by the 
jurisdictional conferences.” (Christian Century.) A sort of supreme 
court has been formed, with authority to pronounce on the constitu- 
tionality of whatever any Methodist conference may resolve. 

If these Methodists were really one in faith, it was not wrong for 
them to unite in one organization. Whether Modernism, which to a 
frightful extent had affected the Northern Methodist Church, will now 
be checked or whether it will merely be given more opportunity for 
expansion will have to be seen. A. 


Southern Methodists Plan to Fight Union.— Under this heading 
the Christian Beacon, organ of the Bible Presbyterian Church (the mil- 
lennialistic group that separated from the Machen division) some time 
ago reported that leading lay members of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
South were taking steps to forestall any union with the Northern Meth- 
odists or with any other organization in which the rightful owners would 
have a very small voice and vote. “There has been organized,” it says, 
“in Atlanta, Ga., the Laymen’s Organization for Preservation of the 
Southern Methodist Church to accomplish just what its name implies. 
This organization plans to engage the services of competent legal talent 
to represent it in such litigation as may be entailed to secure to them 
their rights and interests in the various church properties. It is expected 
that many of these lawyers will serve in an advisory capacity in coopera- 
tion with the Legal Committee. The intense feeling against union ap- 
pears to be quite spontaneous, and is evidenced by individual actions 
taken in various States and communities by small as well as large con- 
gregations.” The report next quotes the Southern Methodist Layman, 
the official publication of the above-mentioned Laymen’s Organization, 
as saying: “We are at the crossing of the ways and must make an early 
decision to do one of three things: (1) decide—as many have — that 
the Church is not worth saving and not criticize those members who 
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follow thousands of others and withdraw from it; (2) aid and assist all 
of those members who feel that it is best to organize independent Meth- 
odist churches now; (3) request our legal committee to employ paid 
attorneys, who shall immediately take steps in the United States or 
other civil courts, to protect the rights of three million Southern Meth- 
odists, who were ignored and were denied their rights through the aid 
of an ecclesiastical conspiracy of silence.” Other excerpts from the report 
read as follows: “I am not in favor of surrendering the name Methodist 
Episcopal South if there is a possible chance, legally, of retaining and 
using it. I cannot believe that any court of the United States after the 
presentation of our case, showing the Machiavelian tactics employed by 
the bishops to suppress the discussion of their plans, and the secrecy 
actually surrounding their every move, will hesitate to enjoin the Uniting 
Conference.” Quotation by C.J.Steward, Augusta, Ga., one of the orig- 
inal members of the Laymen’s Organization.— “Why has unification come 
about? No one knows. It came from the top and is supposed to have 
been originated by the bishops, elders, and a few preachers.” — “How did 
unification get passed? It was kept almost a secret, not being discussed 
but in a few churches by the pastors, and was not at all discussed by the 
elders. Only preachers and a few hand-picked laymen voted. In other 
words, the majority of the members of the Southern Methodist Church 
do not realize what is going on. Most of them have great confidence 
in the bishops, elders, and preachers of our Church and cannot believe 
what they are doing, and I am afraid it is going to be too late in many 
churches when they wake up to what has been pulled over them.” — 
“What will be the effect? The Northern Church is twice as large and 
therefore will have the majority, and we shall have to take the con- 
sequences.” — “What do we gain? Nothing! What do we lose? Control 
of our Church and $350,000,000 worth of property.” When the history 
of the Methodist Church union will be written in the future, this com- 
paratively unknown side of the picture ought to be shown, too. And 
readers acquainted with church-union movements will not find it ex- 
traordinary; just so unions have been engineered before. J.T.M. 


Infidelity in Various Manifestations.— “The German Church at 
Auburn, N. Y.,” as the Christian Beacon (April 6, 1939) reports, “was the 
scene of a church dinner when Jews and Germans sat down together in 
fellowship. President Roosevelt sent congratulations to the Rev. Ralph 
A.Philbrook reading as follows: ‘This coming together of Jews and 
Christians in common worship of the ever-living and true God exem- 
plifies in a striking way the highest teachings of the Old and New 
Testaments.” In an editorial, “Unbelief,’ the Beacon writes of such 
flagrant unionism: “When a Protestant minister permits an unconverted 
Jew to come in and administer in his pulpit, you do not have brotherhood 
or the felicitations of religious union but an abomination of the Lord and 
apostasy. Such procedures also will never lead the Jews to be saved, 
and we want them to be saved, because we love them and want them 
to receive the true Messiah and accept the gift of eternal life.” 

In Mercer University, at Macon, Georgia, the students sent a letter 
to thousand Baptist ministers, stating that the instructors had asserted: 
“The Bible is not divinely inspired; Adam and Eve are myths; the Bible 
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is contradictory; it was not necessary for Christ to die in order that man 
might be free from sin, and it is unnecessary for any one to believe in 
Christ to be saved.” —In Russia, at Easter, the Godless League urged 
all antireligious workers to redouble their efforts during the Easter 
week-end. Christianity, it was said, fosters war, and in the conclusion 
of the announcement it was claimed: “In the U.S.S.R. Easter is one of 
the most harmful traditions of the past. To begin with, Easter each year 
attracts many believers away from the urgent work connected with the 
spring sowing campaign and revives drunkenness.” In Cleveland, Ohio, 
“national leaders of Protestant and Jewish faiths” recently held sym- 
posiums in various Jewish synagogs, Dr.E.D.Jones, president of the 
Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, and Rabbi Silver 
discussing “War”; Dr.R.W.Sockman, director of Union Theological 
Seminary, and Rabbi Freehof debating on “The Crisis in Civilization”; 
and Bishop Francis J.McConnell and Rabbi Lazaron feeding foolish 
listeners on a similar subject. The Christian Beacon remarks on this: 
“The Federal Council of Churches claims to speak for twenty million 
Protestants and to be the voice of Protestantism in America; but in this 
announcement we find one present and one past president of the Federal 
Council appearing publicly and making common cause with the leaders 
of Judaism, who hate the person of Christ and teach that He was an 
illegitimate son of Mary by a Roman soldier. They have gone in the 
way of Cain, the error of Balaam and the gainsaying of Korah.” 

But Modernism is asserting itself also in the Lutheran churches of 
our country. The Lutheran (April 12, 1939) publishes without any 
comment or criticism a letter, “Soul Relief, Not Creeds, Called For,” 
signed by one John R.Strevig, who writes among other things as 
follows: “Dogmas may come and go, but Jesus’ word shall go on for- 
ever. The old theological phraseology gives way to the new. Instead of 
the ‘new birth’ we speak of ‘remaking human nature.’ Instead of ‘vica- 
rious suffering,’ or ‘vicarious atonement,’ we speak of ‘man’s responsi- 
bility to man.’ Instead of ‘propitiation for sin,’ we speak of ‘spiritual 
bankers’ or ‘indebtedness to God.’ Instead of ‘reconciliation with God’ 
we think of ‘Man finds God,’ or ‘Can Man Find God?’ The old dogmas 
and phrases pass away, but the Gospel-truth goes on forever.... What 
we are trying to say, Mr. Editor, is that creeds and dogmas have little 
place in this day and age. They are not vital to Christian living. To 
know the Gospel-message is good; meditating upon it is better; prac- 
tising it is best. To know the Bible and live it is more valuable than 
to theologize about it. Creeds and dogmas appear to one as externals 
about the Bible and not truths in the Bible. ... The early days of 
creed-making are over. The day served its purpose in the Church, 
but the common people, which includes most of us, are not stirred by 
reading or hearing worn-out ideas rejuvenated.” Just how the Lutheran 
could print this modernistic abomination without proper criticism we 
cannot understand. Does the Lutheran share the modernistic views 
here expressed? Or does it perhaps wish to make propaganda for them? 
Grosser Modernism than this even the grossest Modernists in sectarian 
circles have never published. The stupid letter itself disproves the claim 
that creed-making days are over, for the writer himself here states 
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a rationalistic creed, very similar to those of Tom Paine and Ingersoll, 
viz., that all Christian creeds must be discarded and that the Christian 
theology expressed in the phrases “new birth,” “vicarious suffering,” 
“propitiation for sin,” and the like, in short, the theology of redemption 
by Christ and salvation by faith in Him, must give way to the mod- 
ernistic way of salvation by “remaking human nature,” “man’s respon- 
sibility to man,” “finding God,” and the like. The theology of faith is 
here replaced by the theology of works, grace by Pelagianism, the 
divinely revealed Gospel-truth by indefinite, meaningless phrases. 

In the same number of the Lutheran one August Schneider questions 
Article XVI of the Augsburg Confession, in particular, that Christians 
may “engage in just wars and serve as soldiers.” This statement of our 
confession, the writer holds, is “not in agreement with the teachings of 
the New Testament.” Of course, he adduces no Scripture-proof to 
maintain his position, but he writes: “I am persuaded that the principle 
of even a ‘just’ war is the very antithesis of the principles of Jesus 
Christ,” thus hopelessly commingling the two spheres of the temporal 
and the spiritual and suggesting a Ritschlian conception of Christ’s 
redemptive mission, while basing his belief not upon Scripture but upon 
his own subjective speculations. “I can visualize Jesus on a cross dying 
for mankind, but I cannot picture Him in a soldier’s uniform, dropping 
bombs on the very children He came to bless.” It is the Modernistic 
mist that accounts for such confusion in logic and theology. J.T.M. 


Baptists and the Social Security Act.— Appointed by the Boston 
Baptist Ministers’ Conference to serve as chairman of a committee to 
study the proposal of the Social Security Board and to bring in a report 
for discussion and action by the Conference, the Rev. Dr. O. W. Foye re- 
ports his findings in the Watchman-Examiner (March 16, 1939) in a most 
interesting article. Among other things he writes: “This question is 
definitely before us. The Social Security Act, now effective, exempts 
religious bodies from taxation for old age pensions and from unemploy- 
ment-compensation tax. But there are recommendations now before 
Congress, presented by the Social Security Board, that the present ex- 
emption of churches and other religious bodies be lifted and that they 
become subject to taxation under the existing legislation providing for 
old-age and unemployment compensation.” Some things, he admits, are 
in favor of the Social Security Act as applied to the provision for the 
old age of its ministers and other employees; but there are also “things 
against our support of this Act.” Among these are the following: “It 
would add heavy expense to some of our struggling churches. It does 
not wholly appear that the Government is so much concerned for our 
aged church employees as it is to get more money to direct toward pay- 
ment for increasing war preparations. The number of employees of the 
Church other than the ministers is negligible. Sextons are mostly past 
the pension age, and the musicians depend upon other means for their 
support. The Church has already given over too many of its functions 
to other agencies, as, for example, healing to the hospitals [?], education 
to the state [!], and philanthropy to social agencies. If we give over 
the care of our aged ministers to the Government, iit will be a cowardly 
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shame. If the Church is to be faithful to Christ by providing loving 
care for others, and if it is to set an example of justice before labor and 
capital, it must shoulder its own burden and take care of its own em- 
ployees. It must not be compelled by any government to assume this 
responsibility. ‘If any provide not for his own, and especially for those 
of his own house, he hath denied the faith and is worse than an infidel,’ 
1 Tim.5:8. The inclusion of the churches under the Social Security Act 
would add an increasing number of inspectors to the government pay- 
rolls, thereby increasing taxes, and also add opportunity for political cor- 
ruption. When we recognize that the Government can collect a Social 
Security tax from our churches, who can deny those greedy politicians 
who are already clamoring for a heavy property tax against us? Nearly 
all Protestant denominations now have trust funds and organizations, 
which will provide for our clergy larger provisions than that proposed 
by the Government. When we follow the steps of development of the 
totalitarian countries abroad, we can definitely trace some of those same 
steps which are being proposed here in America. Any attempt to give 
a government authority to receive and pass judgment upon church 
finances holds the possibility of bringing that country close to the brink 
of death to all democratic and free institutions. He who handles the 
money will also direct the policy of the Church and determine the gospel 
which we preach.” 

In the set of resolutions passed by the Boston Baptist Ministers’ 
Conference, this body expresses its opposition to any inclusion of the 
churches of our country under the operation of the National Security 
Act and pronounces the Act subversive to the moral and spiritual wel- 
fare of the churches and contrary to the provisions of our National Con- 
stitution, guaranteeing religious liberty. The resolutions declare: “This 
is a matter of profound conviction of conscience with us, to which we 
cannot willingly submit.” Copies of the resolutions have been sent to 
the President of our country, all State Representatives in both houses 
of Congress, while all members of the churches are encouraged to send 
personal letters to their Representatives in Congress expressing their 
disapproval of such inclusion of churches under the Social Security Act 
“as being a violation of our principles of religious liberty.” The last 
resolution reads: “Resolved, That we invite other ministers’ conferences 
to unite with us in preventing, if possible, the invasion of the funda- 
mental principle of our government.” The motion by which the reso- 
lutions were adopted “was passed by an enthusiastic vote of the con- 
ference.” We represent this report as one worthy of study in our own 
circles, though we personally do not agree with every statement that 
is here made. J.T. M. 


Brief Items.— The French author Lavredan, long known as an 
atheist, when confronted by the horrors of the World War, made this 
gripping confession: “I laughed at faith and thought myself wise. 
Finally this laughter became hollow and vain, for I saw France bleeding 
and mourning. What would become of France if her children did not 
believe, if her women did not pray? Oh, a people whose fields are 
covered with the dead! How difficult it is to remain an atheist on this 
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national cemetery! I cannot, I cannot! I have deceived myself and you 
who have read my book. It was a delusion, a giddiness, an evil dream. 
I saw death and called for life. Hands equipped with weapons make 
death; folded hands bring life. France, turn back to faith! To forsake 
God means to be lost! I do not know whether I shall live tomorrow, 
but I must tell my friends, Lavredan is afraid to die an atheist. I am not 
afraid of hell; but the thought impresses me, God lives and you are so 
far from Him. Rejoice, my soul, that I have been permitted to experience 
the hour when on my knees I can say: I believe, I believe in God, 
I believe, I believe, —that word is the matin hymn of humanity. For 
him who does not accept it, it will soon be night.” 
National Lutheran Council Bulletin 

Mississippi has the highest murder rate of all states in the world, 
civilized or uncivilized, according to a recent statement of L.F.Folse 
of the State Planning Commission. The State leads the nation in 
homicides, around 500 a year in a population of two million. Its homicide 
rate is over twenty-six times that of New Hampshire. Bolivar County, 
with 71,051 people, had twenty-four homicides, while Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Rhode Island together had twenty-five. The 91,000 
population of Washington and Tazoo counties had more homicides than 
Wisconsin. The Mississippi homicide rate is fifty times that of England, 
which occupies approximately the same area but has twenty times the 
population. Over 300 of the homicides were Negroes killed by Negroes; 
50 were Negroes killed by whites; 100 were whites killed by whites; 
and 10 were whites killed by Negroes. 78 of the slayers were not 
indicted. Of the 146 convicted, two were hanged. ... Chicago has half 
the murder rate of Mississippi, New York one fourth. —Christian Century. 


An Episcopalian rector of New York, the Rev. Walter Russell Bowie, 
has accepted the position of Professor of Practical Theology at Union 
Seminary, New York. Union Seminary ceased long ago having a con- 
fessional character. 


Canon Raven, Master of Christ College, Cambridge, a leading 
pacifist, is delivering lectures in our country. He holds that the three 
great problems of life are named in the words: property, sex, war. When 
he says that the Church as Church has no answer concerning these 
problems, he certainly misses the mark widely, because the Word of 
God has a number of things to say on these topics. 


Rev. Emil Hannemann, headmaster of our seminary (A.L.C.) at 
Amron in New Guinea, now officially called “Lutheran Central School 
Madang,” would be due for furlough and really needs it; but he will 
postpone it until 1940 in order to finish the first class of this merged 
seminary — “if his health holds out,” as our informant writes. 

Lutheran Standard 

From the Gaspe area of New Brunswick comes the report that a 
Roman Catholic congregation of between 70 and 80 families, together 
with its priest (Abbé Real d’Anjou), has applied for membership in the 
Presbyterian Church in Canada. The-report says that these people have 
become displeased with the financial demands of their bishop during 
a time of great poverty. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 

Vom srgerni$ de3 Menfdenwortes in der Heiligen Sdhrift. Cin Beitrag zur 
Lehre von der Heiligen Schrift. Bon D. Dr. Hans Ruft, Profeffor in 
Kinigsherg. Verlag von C. VertelSmann. Giitersloh, 1939. 52 Seiten 
6x9. Prei8, fartoniert: RM. 1.50. 

Wir haben e§ hier mit einem theologifden Kunftftiic erften Ranges zu tun. 
Prof. Ruft verwirft ,die Lehre von der wortlicen Ynjpiration der Heiligen 
Sdhrift”. (S. 30.) ,Die Heilige Schrift ift Menfchenwort vom erften bis zum 
Iegten Buchftaben” (S. 9), enthalt ,Sagen, Mythen, Méarchen, Dichtungen”, 
pnaturtundlice und gefdichtstundlice Bretitmer’, ja, ,fie enthailt Wusfagen, 
welche wider Gottes Wort ftehen” (S. 34), und ,verdient als Wort von fehlbaren 
Menjfehen nicht mehr Vertrauen al$ jonjftiges Menfchenwort”. Gott hat ,jeine 
Rive davor bewahrt, fic) aus der Bibel einen Offenbarungsgigken 3u machen”. 
(S. 25.) Die Bibel ijt in feinem Sinn Gottes Wort. Wiahrend die andern Theo- 
logen, dic Die Wortinfpivation leugnen, dod) dabei behaupten, dah die Schrift 
GotteS Wort ent halt, findet Prof. Ruft darin nichts als fehljames Menfchen- 
wort. Wéihrend nun aber diejfe andern Theologen darauf beftehen, dah das 
Hehlerhafte in der Bibel beijeitegelegt werde, Halt unjer Theolog — wie fchon 
vor ihm einige andere — alles in der Heiligen Schrift fiir wertvoll und fordert 
unS auf, ,daS Menjehenwort in der Heiligen Schrift gerade in feiner Fehljam- 
feit gan3 ernft ju nehmen’. (S. 32.) Obmwobh! ,die Heilige Schrift Menfdenwort 
ift bom erften bis 3um Iebten Buchftaben”, jo ift doc) ,dieS ganze Menfdentwort 
das Beuguis vom Worte Gottes’. (S.9.) ,Wir miiffen das Menfdhentwort der 
Heiligen Schrift in feiner ganzen Fehlfamfeit, Urmjeligteit, Diirftigteit und Wn- 
fechtbarfeit ftehenlaffen und c8 Gott zutrauen, dak er aud) durch DdiefeS fehlbare 
Menjfchentwort fein unfehlbares GotteStwort bezeugt und immer 3u bezeugen imz= 
ftande fein wird.” (S. 33.) Wie geht das zu? Ci, ,der Heilige Geift fommt mit 
Dem Zeugni$ vom Worte Gottes zu ihm [dem Gliubigen] und fithrt ihn an der 
Hand deS unzulingliden, widerjprucdsvollen Menfcheniwortes in alle Wahrheit des 
Gottesiwortes”, (S. 28.) Mein, wir haben Prof. Ruft nicht mipverftanden. Er 
iwiederholt e$: ,Gott behalt eS fic) vor, uns zu feiner Beit auch durch ein ecingel- 
nes, um feiner Fehljamfcit willen weniger geachteteSs Menfdenwort der Heiligen 
Schrift jein Wort in neuer Weife zu fagen und befonder$ eindringlicd) 3u be- 
jeugen. Das fehlbare Menfdenwort muk Gott eben allewwege jum Beugnis feines 
unfeh{baren Wortes dienen, wo und wie e3 ihm gefallt” (©.34.) Das ift das 
ungeheuerlide Wunder, das Gott tiglich tut: er hat die Wpoftel, die ,die uns 
vom HErrn gejekten Lehrer der Kirche find” (S. 34), durdhaus nit vor Brr- 
tiimern und Widerfpriiden bewahrt, aber tut uns nun an der Hand diefes irr= 
tum8vollen Buches fo unter der Hand — durd) befondere Wirkung des Heiligen 
Geiftes — fein unfehlbares Wort fund. Wir diirfen diefe Marden und Fehler 
nicht al8 untwefentlid) ftreichen, wie die gewihnliden Theologen tun, fondern 
omiifjen das Menfchenwort in der Heiligen Schrift gerade in feiner Fehljamfeit 
ganz ernft nehmen. ... Denn fonft hiren wir da8 GotteSwort, wovon e8 dod 
geugt, fehon gar nicht mehr.” (©. 32.) Gott wollte nicht das Wunder tun, uns 
cine infolge der wirtlicen Bnfpiration irrtumsfreie Heilige Schrift 3u geben, 
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fondern verrichtet das viel grifere Wunder, uns an der Hand des fehlerhaften 
Schriftwortes fein unfehlbares Wort ju geben! Man muf natiirlic) barthianifd 
gefchult fein, um folde Dinge 3u fehreiben und 3u glauben. Hat man einmal den 
Sak fich cingepragt, Dak in Dem Yrrtum die Wahrheit fic) ausfpridt, dann wird 
man die Fehler der Bibel nicht als wertlos beijeitelegen. Man wird 3. B. finden, 
Dag ,cin einjelner biblifcher Sak wider Gottes Wort ijt’. Wber ,aud) dann be- 
fteht die Miglicdfeit, DaB cin folder Sak mit jeinem Yrrtum doch fiir Gottes 
Wahrheit zeugt. Denn auch der menjfehlide Brrtum lebt nur von Gottes Wahr- 
heit”. (SF. 36.) Man wird fic) nist an der Fehljamfeit der Heiligen Sdhrift, 
pan ihrer Knechtsgeftalt”, drgern, wenn man glaubt, dab der Heilige Geift die 
Kunjt verfteht, uns durd) den Arrtum die Wahrheit nahezubringen. 
Th Engelder 

The Bible Comes Alive. By Sir Charles Marston, F.S.A. Fleming H. 

Revell Co., New York. 332 pages, 547% including index and 

photographic illustrations. Price, $2.00. 

Sir Charles Marston, who has spent $200,000 of his own funds to 
finance Palestinian excavation enterprises, records in this absorbing 
report on recent archeological discoveries in Bible lands the astounding 
results of the Wellcome-Marston Expedition, which, among other amazing 
finds, unearthed the famous Lachish letters, written in the later 
Phenician-Hebrew script. In four introductory chapters the author 
first records earlier discoveries regarding Scriptural data concerning 
Abraham, Moses, and the fall of Jericho, after which in nine climactically 
arranged chapters he discusses the remarkable finds at Lachish. Appen- 
dices (special valuable contributions by the late Dr. Langdon of Oxford, 
Alan Rowe of the Beisan Expedition, John Garstang of the Jericho 
Expedition, Marston and A. H. Gardiner) are added, showing, among 
other things, that monotheism was the predecessor of polytheism in 
Sumerian religion and discussing in detail such important topics as the 
inscription of the Lachish Bowl, the date of Joshua’s destruction of 
Jericho, the date of the Exodus, and the origin of our alphabet, while 
an extremely important comparative chronology of early Bible history, 
in agreement with both Scripture and the recent archeological discoveries, 
forms a fitting conclusion. Thirty-one plates, exhibiting and explaining 
the finds at Lachish, and six plans and drawings illustrating various 
historic events in the history of Lachish, are appended. The entire 
book reads like a romance and while composed with scientific precision, 
is nevertheless popular enough to hold spellbound intelligent lay readers. 
We wish that this book could be placed into the hands of every Sunday- 
school teacher and be put on the shelf of every church and secular 
library. It is a masterpiece of popular presentation of archeological 
finds, and it supports in particular the Biblical time of Israel’s entry 
into Canaan and the Biblical claim that Moses and the Israelite followers 
were able to write down God’s laws and words. While Moses was in 
Midian, there was in existence already the peculiar Sinai-Hebrew script, 
and later this was modified into the Phenician-Hebrew script, Israel’s 
gift to the Phenicians, and not vice versa. There is an excellent spirit 
of genuine piety and holy faith pervading Sir Marston’s book, which 
he wrote to prove that the “impregnable rock of Holy Scripture” has 
not ceased to be a rock. He writes: “The effect of these discoveries 
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is to further discredit the whole process of destructive criticism. 
Archeology, a strictly objective science, is disproving the subjective 
negations spun from the mentality of the critics. Those who have 
shaken popular faith in the Bible and undermined its authority, are 
in turn undermined themselves by the evidence that has been brought 
to light, and their authority is destroyed. The spade is driving destructive 
criticism out of the field of questional facts into that of recognized 
fiction.” J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Luthers Evangelienauslequng. Neuausgabe in 5 Teilen. Herausgegeben von 
Lic. Grin Miilhaupt. VWandenhoet & Ruprecht, Gittingen. 5 Liefe- 
rungen oder erfter Band, 304 Seiten 644xK9%. Subjfriptionspreis der 
Lieferung je RM. 1.80; Wuslandspreis je RM. 1.35. Preis de erften 
Bandes RM. 11.80, bei Subjfription auf dasS ganze Werf RM. 8.85; Wus- 
landspreis RM. 10.80, bei Subffription RM. 8.10. 

Gar mance der Glteren Lefer fennen Luthers Evangelien- und Epiftelaus- 
legung von ©. Eberle, die frither in unfern Kreifen mit Recht viel gebraucht wurde 
und auch jet noch, wenn fie antiquarifd) auftaucht, Raufer findet. Weil Luther 
eben feine vollftindige Wuslegung der ECvangelien und Cpijfteln gegeben hatte, fo 
war Dies Werf mit qropem Fleif aus feinen einjelnen Schriften zufammengeftellt. 
Hier erfeheint nun aber ein Werf, das noc) umfafjender ift, nimlic) Luthers Wus- 
lequng der vollftindigen vier heiligen Coangelicn. Das Werk ift auf fiinf eile 
berechnet: Grfter Teil: Die Weihnachts- und Vorgefchicte bet Matthaus und 
Lufas, Matth. 1 und 2; Luf. 1—3. Bweiter Teil: Das Matthiusevangelium, 
Rap. 3—25. Dritter Teil: Das Markus: und Lufasevangelium (mit Wusnahme 
pon Marf.16; Luf. 1—3 und 22—24). Wierter Teil: Das JohannesSevangelium 
(mit Wusnahme der Paffions- und Ofterterte). Fiinfter Teil: Die Paffions- und 
Ofterterte aus allen vier Evangelien. Dies ift darum ein wertvolles Werf, und 
welder lutherifde Theolog follte fic) nicht dafitr intereffieren, was Luther zur Wus- 
lequng der vier Evangelien gejagt hat? Hat Luther fic) lateinifch ausgefprocen, 
jo find diefe Stellen iiberfekt worden und am Anfang mit einem Stern (*) be- 
jeichnet, Damit das Werf auch) von Laien, die die Bibel lieben und fich gern von 
Luther etwas iiber fie fagen laffen, gelefen werden fann. Bei den deutfden Terten 
wurden hie und da lange Sake geteilt, und Wusdriice und Wendungen Luthers, 
Die Heutzutage fchwerer verftindlic) find, wurden vereinfacht, aber nur im MNot- 
fall, wenn die LeSbarfeit und Verftindlichfeit fiir den heutigen Lefer e8 gu for- 
Dern fdicn. Bmmer ift genau angegeben, wo fic) die betreffende Wusfiihrung 
Luthers in der gropen Weimarer Lutherausgabe findet. Der Text ift dann mit 
wertbollen Unmerfungen verfehen, um die Anfpielungen LutherS recht verftind- 
lid) 3u maden, und das ganze Werk, obtwoh!l popular gehalten, fteht doc) zugleich 
auc) auf der Hihe der Hheutigen Lutherforfdhung. Wie angedeutet, ift der erfte 
Band jekt abgefdloffen und zum bequemen Gebrauch auc) mit einem Sadh- und 
Namenregifter verfehen. Die einzelnen Bande finnen auch eingeln bezgogen wer- 
den; nur erhalt man das Werf billiger, toenn man auf alle fiinf eile fub- 
jfvibiert. %n etwa dret Sahren foll 8 vollftindig vorliegen. Wenn mehrere 
Wuslegungen LutherS vorhanden waren, ift die wertvollfte ausgewahlt worden. 
So ift das Werk eine Fundgrube fowobh! fiir die perfinliche Bibelarbeit wie aud 
fiir bie Vorbereitung deS Pfarrers auf Predigt, Bibelftunde und Unterridt, und 
wir fehen den tweiteren Lieferungen mit viel Yntereffe entgegen. 

Q. Firbhringer 
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Peter and the Church. By G. Campbell Morgan, D. D. Fleming H. 
Revell Company, New York. 96 pages, 5X74. Price, $1.00. 


Dr. Morgan, now advanced in years, deservedly occupies a high place 
in the esteem of Bible Christians because he is a master of popular 
Biblical exposition. In the volume before us he discusses Matt. 16:17-19 
and 1 Pet.2:5-10, passages which refer to the Church and which were 
either spoken to or by Peter. One is glad to see that the Church is 
correctly defined as the body of believers. (P.26.) In fact, doctrinally 
the volume is sound and reliable. Now and then one cannot agree with 
the author’s interpretation. Thus the great passage Matt.16:19, speaking 
of the keys of the kingdom of heaven, is held by Dr. Morgan to refer 
to what the Church teaches on the basis of the Scriptures. He takes 
the meaning to be that, when the Church, in obedience to her Master’s 
orders, proclaims something as binding upon us, it is binding, and when 
she on this basis declares something to be a matter of indifference, 
this may be omitted or done, as we choose. A Lutheran will at once 
say that the doctrine is right, but the exegesis is wrong, as the parallel 
passages, especially John 20:23, show. The volume apart from its 
edifying contents is of value for the preacher through its demonstrating 
to him how expository preaching can be effectively done. 

W. ARNDT 
Doctrine in the Church of England. The report of the Commission on 
Christian Doctrine appointed by the Archbishops of Canterbury 
and York in 1922. The Macmillan Company, 1938. 242 pages, 
514484. Price, $1.75. 

In introducing this report, the chairman, Archbishop Temple, states 
that the commission of some twenty churchmen was appointed to “consider 
the grounds and nature of Christian doctrine with a view to demon- 
strating the extent of existing agreement within the Church of England 
and with a view to investigating how far it is possible to remove or 
diminish the existing differences.” The commission endeavored to treat 
the divergent theological views synthetically and hoped that by a process 
of cooperative thought they could fashion a Christian theology more 
adequate than any that has preceded it. (P.24.) The report does not 
contain a comprehensive presentation of all doctrines held in the Anglican 
Church but emphasizes those doctrines concerning which there is con- 
troversy. In this review we shall restrict ourselves to four major points. 


1. Authority in religion. The commission seems agreed that the first 
authoritative source of doctrine is Scripture. But the Bible is not 
accepted as the absolute norm, for not only is the doctrine of inspiration 
denied (e.g., the gospels do not contain the ipsissima verba of Christ but 
reflect the experience of the primitive Church (p.33); some of the Bible’s 
utterances are inspiring and therefore inspired (p.28); but the Bible 
is viewed as the record of God’s self-disclosure in history and experience, 
and therefore not individual statements of the Bible but the book “as 
a whole” is the norm of doctrine. In conformity with Anglican thinking, 
which overemphasizes the Church, the voice of the Church, the consensus 
fidelium, is viewed as the second authority in religion. But also this is 
not a binding norm; for this free and continued consensus, especially as 
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it is expressed in the Anglican formularies, does not imply detailed assent 
to every doctrinal and liturgical phrase. The report advocates the theory 
of “doctrinal development.” True, it states that the revelation in Christ 
is final. But it claims with equal emphasis that the content of this 
revelation is recognized in the religious and moral development of the 
human race as a whole and is ever more fully apprehended in the life 
of the mystical body of Christ. (P. 43.) 


2. Sin and grace. Sin is “the universal experience that man tends 
to do what is other than perfectly good” (p.60). Original guilt is cor- 
porate and therefore not individual guilt, or reatus. On the doctrine of 
sin the commission decided that “it is clear that the Church is not com- 
mitted to any one doctrine” (p.69) and thus followed the “fathers of 
Trent,” who, failing to settle the divergent views between the Scotists 
and Thomisis, agreed on an ambiguous and meaningless phrase. An 
Anglican clergyman, Rev. A.G. Hebert, in “Memorandum on the Report” 
complains that the commission speaks with an uncertain and hesitating 
voice on the doctrine of man and sin.—In its definition of grace the 
commission has remained quite close to Eastern Orthodoxy by defining 
it as favor Dei and as gratia infusa. (P.52.) 


3. Person and work of Christ. The commission is agreed only in 
this, that “it is our duty to seek ways to solve the intellectual difficulties” 
of the unio personalis. (P.83.) It is admitted that the Virgin Birth is 
both accepted and denied by members of the Church and of the com- 
mission. (P.83.) Christ’s death and resurrection is viewed merely as 


a pledge and symbol of man’s ultimate victory through his own suffering 
and death. (P.86.) The governmental theory of the atonement seems to 
meet the approval of the commissioners. (P. 91 ff.) 


4, The Church, the ministry, and the Sacraments. Almost one half 
of the report is devoted to these points. The unity and fellowship of the 
una sancta are predicated of the visible Church. The emphasis is on 
“the social and corporate character” of the Church, which is defined not 
as the communion of believers but as “the whole company of those who 
share in the regenerate life.” (P.106.) The unity of this social com- 
munity is not to be sought in doctrinal but rather in sacramental unity. 
The report lists divergent opinions on the specific manner in which the 
Sacraments are efficacious, on the Real Presence, e. g., transubstantiation, 
virtualism, receptionalism (168 ff.), on the question whether the Lord’s 
Supper is a Sacrament or a sacrifice; but the commissioners are agreed 
that the Sacraments are important because “they afford an instance of 
that corporate action without which the corporate life of the Church 
must atrophy” (p.126). The theory of the episcopacy jure divino is up- 
held as the means whereby the unity and continuity of the Church is 
maintained. 

The report is highly significant and deserves careful study for the 
following reasons: 1. Anglican theologians are playing a prominent part 
in the World Conference on Faith and Order, in which virtually all 
denominations excepting the Roman Church are represented. It seems 
that the theological principles of this report will be largely represented 
in the unionistic World Conference. 2. Denominations cannot always 
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be evaluated on the basis of their historical confessions. In a letter the 
present reviewer was informed that the doctrinal position of the Protes- 
tant Episcopal Church is probably most clearly represented in this 
report. This Church must therefore be viewed on the basis of this 
report in spite of the opposition which has been voiced against it. 
3. Instead of simplifying the proposed union between the Presbyterian 
and Episcopal churches this report with its emphasis on the Episcopalian 
form of government seems to widen rather than to close the chasm 
between the two churches. F. E. Mayer 


Our Protestant Heritage. A series of sermons by Harold John Ockenga, 
Minister, Park Street Congregational Church, Boston, Mass. Zon- 
dervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 140 pages. Price, 
$1.00. 

In these times, when you hear and read so much about unions and 
unionism, it is somewhat refreshing to find an author who is against 
union, absolutely, even denominational union; for even “denominations 
obscure Protestantism’s functioning.” The ideal he finds in his own 
church, Park Street Church, which has its own constitution and is 
answerable to no one but its own congregation. The publishers describe 
the book as a vigorous defense of democracy; really it is a plea for 
Congregationalism. Unionism, he says, means enforced uniformity, a new 
Rome; violated convictions; and, above all, suppression of soul liberty 
or the right of dissent; and that is the genius of Protestantism; and if 
Protestantism fails, America is doomed. Even practically this individual- 
ism would solve many of our present troubles. Abolish all hierarchies 
and committees and organizations demanding support with high-pressure 
salesmanship and campaigns, and let the inspiration come from below 
through heart interest, and some colleges supported by Christian gifts 
and teaching anti-Christian theories would immediately end their career 
of destruction. Kill all secretaries, metaphorically, of course, by remov- 
ing them from mediating between missionaries and churches, and let 
the returned missionaries make their appeal directly; if they have the 
fire of God, the money will come; if not, the work deserves to die. 
Where there are too many churches in a community, instead of sub- 
sidizing them, let them compete for the support needed and let nature 
take its course — survival of the fittest. 

In seven chapters the author tries to show how we came by our 
Protestant heritage. It is a “dialectic” in seven steps: Luther, the Refor- 
mation Truths; Zwingli, the Reformed Doctrine of Communion; Calvin, 
the Truth of Predestination; William of Orange, Christian Liberty; 
Knox, the Power of Conscience; Cromwell, the Providence of God; 
and, finally, Roger Williams, who perfected the work of the Reformation 
by bringing the genius of Protestantism to America. 

His theology is poor. Luther did not completely break with Rome 
in the doctrine of Communion; “he taught that the words of Jesus 
in the sixth chapter of John [?] ‘This is My body,’ were literal.” His 
Calvin, in a frantic effort to explain his predestination, becomes a 
synergist. 

But his history is poorer. There should be a kind of NRA to compel 
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any man who in this day and age wants to write on Reformation history 
to read something later than Mosheim. Mistakes and inaccuracies are 
innumerable in the book. Luther was reared in penury. The Pope first 
dispatched Eck to refute Luther, then commanded Cajetan to silence 
him, then sent Miltitz to bribe him. Zwingli was born seven weeks before 
the birth of Luther. Calvin held to an Episcopal ministry. Henry of 
Navarre, in 1572, married the daughter of the French king, though Mar- 
garet was nineteen years old and the king twenty-two. Catherine of 
Aragon was the aunt of Philip of Spain, and because of the strength 
of Philip the Pope did not dare to sanction Henry VIII’s divorce, though 
all this happened in 1527, the very year in which Philip was born. The 
Church in England “retained the Episcopal form and hence became 
Anglican!” Here are two sentences in which not one statement is true: 
“William, Prince of Orange, was born of a noble Roman Catholic family 
whose ancestry went back to the beginnings of Netherland history. In 
marriage his father and mother had united the two provinces of Nassau 
and Orange, which were the wealthiest sections of the most prosperous 
North countries.” William’s parents were Lutherans, but he was reared 
Catholic at the court of Charles V, where he became a page at the age 
of ten. His father was Count of Nassau and had nothing to do with 
Orange, but William inherited it from a cousin who died childless. Nor 
did the Counts of Nassau have anything to do with the Netherlands; 
first contact between the two came when William was made Stadtholder. 
And if any traveler has found Nassau and Orange in the North countries, 
his compass must have stuck, like Corrigan’s. Nassau is in South Ger- 
many and Orange in Southern France, only 60 miles from the Mediter- 
ranean! — Why should such books be published? They are no credit to 
the author nor to the publisher. Teo. Hover 


Lesson Commentary for Sunday-Schools. 1939. Edited by Charles P. 
Wiles and D. Burt Smith. United Lutheran Publication House. 
319 pages, 6X9. Price, $1.75. 

This lesson commentary does not follow the series which has been 
adopted by our synodical Board of Education but that of the International 
Sunday-school Lessons. The first quarter treats of the “Life and Work 
of Peter”; the second, the “Life and Letters of Paul”; the third, “Lessons 
from Israel’s Leaders (Solomon to Isaiah)”; the fourth, “The Kingdom 
of Heaven: Studies in Matthew.” While most of these lessons can hardly 
be correlated with the Catechism text, they certainly do convey eternal 
truths of the Word of God and as such may serve their purpose. The 
treatment of the lessons follows the same plan: an explanation of the 
text; geographical and historical material, if any; the lesson interpreted; 
the lesson applied. A feature of every quarter is a temperance lesson. 
In the hands of a skilful leader this material may serve to train Sunday- 
school teachers for their responsible task, at least so far as subject- 
matter is concerned. It will certainly be necessary for every teacher 
to make his own lesson plans, especially by way of selecting important 
points, choosing methods, working out questions, and, above all, in 
trying to induce thinking on the part of the pupils. Pastors who are 
anxious to remain out of a rut will do well to make an occasional 
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examination of books of this type. We may not be able to use them as 
they are offered, but it will certainly sharpen our judgment and possibly 
develop initiative if we study the work of others in the field of Chris- 
tian education. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Our Mission among the Blind. By Rev. A. H. Kuntz, 805 Lindaraxa Park, 
Alhambra, Calif. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 
44 pages, 5x7. Price, 25 cts. 

We hope that this interesting and timely pamphlet on our Missions 
among the Blind will reach all communicant members in our Church, 
so that they may love also this important mission. Pastor Kuntz, who 
is in charge of the work, vividly describes the history and extent of our 
missionary efforts among the blind and proves by word and picture that 
they are not in vain but greatly blessed. May our congregations ardently 
support this mission, which at this time is only in its beginnings. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 
BOOKS RECEIVED 
From Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich.: 

The Gospel According to Strange Evangelists. By John Schmidt, 

B.D. 118 pages. Price, $1.00. 


If He Should Fail. By Chester M.Savage. 142 pages. Price, $1.00. 
Sermon Seeds in the Psalms. By A. MacFadyen. 140 pages. 
Price, $1.00. 


From Fleming H. Revell Company, New York: 
God’s Control. By Samuel M.Shoemaker. 155 pages. Price, $1.50. 


From the Abingdon Press, New York, Cincinnati, Chicago: 


I Forgot to Say. A Gust of Afterthought. By F.W.Boreham. 284 
pages, 5X74. Price, $1.75. 
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